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LONDON, APRIL 25, 1891. 


CURRENT. TOPICS. 

A rransrer of a hundred actions to Mr Justice Romer for the 
purpose only of hearing or of trial was signed on Monday last, 
and will be found in another culumn. Twenty of these actions 
are from the list of Mr. Justice Currry, thirty from that of Mr. 
Justice Norru, thirty from that of Mr. Justice Srmruine, and 
twenty from that of Mr. Justice Kexewicn. At the same time, 
we are able to add a list of the same actions placed in the order 
in which they are intended to be heard. 





A nottrication has been issued that the parties to the actions 
newly transferred to Mr. Justice Romer must be prepared to 
find the earlier of those actions in the daily cause list on onder, 
the 27th inst. It is to be regretted that the order of transfer, 
although dated on Monday last, should not have been made 
public until yesterday (Friday), thus affording a very short time 
for preparation. 





Tu Court or AppEat are of opinion that a new rule is needed 
on the subject of the time for serving notice of motion for a new 
trial. By Finlay’s Act (53 & 54 Vict. c. 44) motions for new 
trials are to be made in future to the Court of Appeal, and, by 
the rule made under the Act, every such motion is to be entered 
as motions by way of appeal to the Court of Appeal are now 
entered. By ord. 39, r. 4, the notice of motion is to be an eight 
days’ notice, and is to be served within the following times :— 
“Tf the trial has taken place in London or Middlesex, within 
eight days after the trial; if the trial has taken place elsewhere 
than in London or Middlesex, within seven days after the last 
day of sitting on the circuits for England and Wales during 
which the trial shall have taken place.” On an application on 
Monday to the Court of Appeal for an extension of time for 
serving a notice of motion for a new trial, it was pointed out 
that, as the time ran from the trial, it might be necessary, in 
cases where a judge reserved judgment on the findings of the 
jury, to serve notice of motion before the judgment was given, 
in order to be in time, although in the result the judgment 
might be in the applicant’s favour, and the costs of serving the 
notice would consequently be thrown away. It was stated that 
in such cases it been the practice of the Divisional Court 
to extend the time for serving the notice until after the judgment 
had been given. The court granted the rem and 
remarked that they thought a new rule was needed. 





Somz Doust appears to exist among members of the profession 
as to the proper method to be — for compelling the 
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the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. Prior to the Ist of 
January, 1890, when the Arbitration Act came into operation, it 
was the practice in such cases to obtain an order for the attend- 
ance of the witness under 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, s. 40. The 
Arbitration Act, 1889, repealed the latter section, and some un- 
certainty appears to have arisen in consequence as to what pro 
vision, if any, has taken its place. As a matter of fact both the 
Legislature and the Rule Committee have made —— to 
meet the case. Section 25 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act provides that the appointment of an arbitrator under that 
Act “shall be deemed a submission to arbitration.” Section 8 
of the Arbitration Act, 1889, which provides for the attendance 
of witnesses, enacts that ‘“‘any person to a submission may sue 


out a writ of subpena,”;&c. Moreover, ord. 36, r. 49, provides 


that the attendance of witnesses on a trial before a referee may 
be enforced by subpena issued in the ordinary way, and this rule 
is applied, by ord. 36, r. 55c, to all references, by submission or 
otherwise. The attendance of witnesses, therefore, on an arbi- 
tration under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act is now com- 
pelled by subpena issued without order at the Central Office. 





Tae Mippiesex Recistry ane gee Law Society Caught 
Napping) Bill, having been hurried through Committee in the 
House of Lords on the 17th inst., and read a third time on the 
20th inst., now only awaits the Royal Assent. It may be pre- 
sumed that a Queen’s Messenger would be instantly despatched 
by special steamer and train to secure this assent. The matter 
is one of the most pressing which has occurred in recent times. 
As the Attorney-General explained on the second reading of 
the Bill, its object is to effect ‘“‘a great public economy” by 
“empowering the Government not to fill up an office which it was 
not necessary to fill up.’ The reason for the hurry is, there- 
fore, that the Government who introduced the Bill cannot be 
relied on for an instant not to nullify it by filling up the office. 
Every day’s delay is full of danger, and if the Royal Assent 
should not be obtained at once it may really be feared that the 
Government will re-introduce the “private sinecurist.” How 
thankful we ought to be to Mr. H. Fow rer and the other 
members for supporting the pious wish of the Government to 
be protected against themselves! May we venture to hint that 
if Mr. H. Fow.er should become—as many people believe is not 
improbable—the leader of a great party in Parliament, he will 
have to learn not always to place implicit trust in what he is 
told by the other side. 





THERE aRE unreasonable people who want to disturb the 
ful silence of the Couneil of the Incorporated Law Society. 

ere are even persons who think that on questions of import- 
ance to the profession the old sluggish spirit has regained its 
supremacy in that body. These restless people allege that it 
seems to be thought that when the council has sent neatly-pre- 
meet instructions to counsel to draft amendments to the 
blic Trustee Bill, and has approved such amendments, and 
placed them in the hands of members of Parliament (including 
a “skilful pilot” closely associated with the Government) the 
council have discharged all the functions which the profession 
can reasonably expect. True there are able, experienced, and 
eminent solicitors all over the country in a ferment about the 
matter; let them ferment, but do not let them disturb the high 
serenity of our council chamber. We must keep on good terms 
with the authorities ; we must be reasonable; we must look at 
the question largely and impartially ; above all, we must not let 
any consideration of the sordid, pecuniary interests of solicitors 
—— our statements and acts. The unreasonable people 
who ascribe these opinions to the council, and inaction as re- 
sulting therefrom, are forgetful of the anxious and responsible 
duties at present resting on that body. They have a conver- 
sazione and ball on hand. The Lord Chancellor and Lady 
Hatssvry, divers other lords and ladies, and other notabilities 
(including, possibly, the lady assessors of the Court of Appeal, 
or some of them, and, we trust, Mrs. Jackson) are stated to 
have kindly to attend. In view of this triumphant 
social success, how can any ridiculous person allege that the 
council are not active in the interests of the profession at 





large, or contend that the council has any duty to the profes- 
sion more important than to entertain yeaa whose public 
efforts are, and have been, strenuously devoted to promoting 
the interests of solicitors ? 





THE VARIOUS INSTANCES of fraud specified by Lord HerscHzL. 
in his judgment in Peck v. Derry (88 W. R. 33, 14 App. Cas. 
337) do not seem to have conduced to the general clearness of 
the decision. The main result, of course, was that, to sustain 
an action of deceit, there must be proof of fraud. But this is 
proved, Lord HzerscHeit went on to say, when it is shewn that 
a false representation has been made (1) knowingly, or (2) 
without belief in its truth, or (3) recklessly, careless whether it 
be true or false. This third case he at once remarked, however, 
was included in the second, and then he appears to have re- 

laced the whole by the maxim that, to prevent a false statement 
being fraudulent, there must always be an honest belief in its 
truth. Of course, if an honest belief, although a mistaken one, 
exists, there can be no question of fraud. As Lord Justice Bowzn 
said in the recent case of Angus v. Clifford (reported elsewhere), 
an honest blunder is not dishonesty, adding the very natural 
remark that this is an identical proposition. The question of 
honest belief, however, does not exhaust the matter, and mis- 
statements made through pure carelessness stand in a class by 
themselves. These, according to Lord Hzrscnet.’s classifica- 
tion, may be said to be made without belief in their truth, but 
yet they are not fraudulent. In a subsequent part of his 
judgment he clearly recognizes this. ‘In my opinion, making 
a false statement through want of care falls far short of, and is 
a very different thing from, fraud, and the same may be said of 
a false representation honestly believed, though on insufficient 
grounds.” This-is the negative definition of fraud, and both 
carelessness and defect of reason are distinctly marked off. Itis 
thus clear that the positive definition which speaks of false 
representations being made knowingly, or without belief in their 
truth, implies that the fact of their being false, or the fact of the 
person making them having no belief in their truth, must be 
actually present to the mind. In other words, the false state- 
ment must be made with a consciousness that it is not believed 
in, and then it is opposed to a merely careless statement, as well 
as to an honest though mistaken belief. In Peek v. Derry the 
defendants eos on the ground of honest belief. In Angus 
v. Clifford they have successfully maintained that they were only 
careless. 





A NEW PoINT under the Statute of Frauds was raised before 
Mr. Justice Cuarzs last week in the case of Freeman v. Freeman. 
The action was on a guarantee, which was in the following 
terms :—“‘ I, Wit11am Jonn Freeman, hold myself responsible 
for the sum of £145 owing by my son Witu1am Henry Frez- 
MAN.” The guarantee itself did not contain the name of the 
plaintiff, but the document had been placed in an envelope, ad- 
dressed to the plaintiff, and duly delivered to him. The defend- 
ant relied on the Statute of Frauds, and contended that parol 
evidence to connect the document with the envelope in which it 
was enclosed was inadmissible. It was decided in Williams v. 
Lake (29 L. J. Q. B. 1) that a guarantee signed by the defend- 
ant, which is a guarantee in blank so far as the name of the 
person to whom it is given is concerned, is not an agreement, or 
memorandum or note thereof, within the statute. The only 
question, therefore, was whether the defect in the guarantee 
could be cured by praying in aid the envelope. Strangely 
enough this point has never arisen in any reported case, though 
in the last edition of Dart’s Vendors and Purchasers (p. 253) the 
learned editors suggest that, in such circumstances, it would 
pony be held that the envelope would be adntissible in evi- 

ence for the purpose of establishing compliance with the 
statute. Mr. Justice Cuares, though not without some hesita- 
tion, took the same view. Sundry hypothetical cases were sug- 
gested by counsel for the plaintiff and by the learned judge him- 
self by way of shewing the practical absurdity of excluding the 
envelope. It was suggested that, in the old days, when a letter 
was folded up and addressed on the fourth page, the question 
could not have arisen, and that if the document had been 
brought into court in an envelope which had not been previously 
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opened, it could not have been contended that the statute 
had not been complied with. This reductio ad absurdum, 
however, really begged the question at issue, which was 
simply whether, in the circumstances of this particular case, 
parol evidence could be admitted to connect the document and 
the envelope. The rule of law, of course, is that, though for 
the purpose of satisfying the statute reference may be made to 
two or more writings which refer to each other in such a way 
as to shew that they relate to the same transaction, parol 
evidence to connect the writings is inadmissible. This was the 
rule which was acted upon in the well-known case of Boydell v. 
Drummond (11 East, 142), on which counsel for the defendant 
relied. On the other side it was contended that the effect of 
the later decisions had been to relax the stringency of the old 
rule, and reliance was placed on the judgment of Kexewicu, 
J., in the recent case of Oliver v. Hunting (38 W. R. 618, 
44 Ch. D. 205), In the course of that judgment that learned 
judge made use of the following expression:—‘‘ . . . itis 
difficult, perhaps, to say where parol evidence is to stop; but 
substantially it never stops short of this, that whenever parol 
evidence is required to connect two written documents together, 
then that parol evidence is admissible.” With all deference to 
Mr. Justice Kexewicu, we venture to think there is no authority 
which would justify the statement of the law in such wide 
terms as this. At any rate, if this be the law, the old rule, as 
recognized in Boydell vy. Drummond, must be taken to be abro- 
gated. It is quite true, however, as was pointed out by 
Cures, J., that this passage is not quite so sweeping if read 
by the light of the rest of the judgment in Oliver v. Hunting. 
Tho judgment of Cuartxs, J., in favour of the plaintiff was 
based on two grounds. He held, first, that the two documents 
were in such physical connection that they must be read toge- 
ther ; and, secondly, that he was entitled from the terms of tho 
guarantee itself to assume the existence of another document 
which might be connected with the guarantee by parol evidence. 
As to the common sense of this decision there can be no ques- 
tion, but its effect certainly seems to be to reduce the old rules 
as to the inadmissibility of parol evidence almost to a nullity. 





In BILLs or costs judgments figure as of two kinds, those 
for which a court fee of £1 has been paid, and those for which 
a fee of 10s. has been paid. In the Queen’s Bench Division an 
extremely simple method prevails for distinguishing between 
‘‘pound judgments” and ‘‘ten-shilling judgments.” If the 
order for judgment is given in court the fee exacted for entering 
up the judgment is £1, and for all other judgments, 10s. 
This, as we have said, isa very simple dividing line to draw, 
and we will not say that it is wrong, but when we come to 
examine the order as to court fees the simple distinction referred 
to appears to have been evolved out of its provisions by a some- 
what tortuous process of reasoning. Fee No. 57 of the Order as 
to Court Fees, 1884, provides that on drawing up and entering 
judgments and orders, the fee shall be, “If made in court on 
the original hearing or on further consideration of a cause, or 
on the hearing of a special case or petition, or on any applica- 
tion to the Court of Appeal, unless otherwise ordered: £1.” 
Now, a great number of orders for judgment are made in court 
on the Queen’s Bench side by the Divisional Court on appeal 
from chambers, notably under order 14. Are these ‘pound 
judgments,” or ‘‘ten-shilling judgments”? There is no ‘ hear- 
ing of the cause’ or of a special case or petition. There is 
simply a decision on a point of law or procedure, and a con- 
sequent order for judgment. Apparently, therefore, this pre- 
scribed fee does not touch such cases at all. The next fee, No. 
58, so far as it has any possible application to these cases, is as 
follows: “If a judgment without hearing in court [the rest of 
the provisions refer to probate and divorce .cases |, 10s.” What 
does ‘‘ without hearing in court” mean? It has been construed 
at the Judgment Department to mean “ without the case having 
gone into court.” And when a case does go into court on 
appeal from chambers a fee of £1 is charged for entering the 
judgment. The curious result is thus arrived at that because 
the terms of the prescribed £1 fee does not fit these numerous 
cases, and the terms of the 10s. fee implies that they are clearly 
not ‘ ten-shilling judgments,” therefore the inference is drawn 





that they are “pound judgments.” In other words, they are 


presumed to be po j ts’ because they are not 
‘“‘ten-shilling judgments.” There is one other possible 
inference, however—viz., that they are judgments without any 
fee at all! This conclusion is at least consistent with the 
dictum attributed to a late eminent judge, that ‘a provision for 
a court fee can be of no effect whatever unless it hits its object 
like an arrow sent straight to the bull’s-eye.” 





“A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, raises the 
question whether, in a case where there has been a change of 
title to the equity of redemption, the mortgagee is at liberty to 
investigate the title of a m offering to redeem before he 
makes a reconveyance to him and hands over the deeds. As to 
the mortgagee’s right to do this, we think there can be no 
doubt, and, indeed, it is only a proper precaution for him to 
take. It is extremely clear, said Took Epon in James vy. Biou 
(3 Swanst., at p. 237), ‘‘ that a mo may retain possession 
of the estate until he is paid, and that no one has a right to 
make a payment of the money due except the party entitled te 
the equity of redemption; against all other persons the estate 
is the property of the mortgagee. A party coming to redeem a 
mort estate must prove, at his own costs, that he is the 
individual entitled to the equity of redemption.” It is not, 
indeed, necessary that the n offering to redeem should be 
able to shew an exclusive interest in the equity of redemption. 
Although he has a partial interest only, yet he is entitled to a 
reconveyance, the form of which will shew that it is made sub- 
ject to the rights of redemption of all persons having other 
interests. This was pointed out in J’earce v. Morris (17 W. R, 
1001, L. R. 5 Ch. 227), where Lord Haruertey, C©., also said: 
“A mortgagee, though a trustee when he is paid off by the 
right person (as in the case of Cholmondeley v. Clinton, 2 Jac. & 
W. 184), has a plain duty to perform. He is orily a trustee for 
the persons interested in the equity of redemption ; and, so far 
as the authorities have gone hitherto, he is not entitled to 
convey absolutely to a mere stranger to the estate, but is bound 
to convey to any n having an interest in the estate which 
gives a right to redeem.” If, then, as the cases shew, and as 
seems plain, too, upon gy “i the mortgagee may not convey 
to a stranger, it seems to follow that he must investigate the 
title of any person asserting a right to redeem, and, indeed, if 
he omits this precaution, and any loss results from the estate 
getting into the wrong hands, he may find himself compelled io 
bear it. As to the case, referred to by our correspondent, of the 
mortgagees seeking to protect themselves by only giving a trans- 
fer of the mortgage, this is, of course, less than the person 
entitled to the equity of redemption has a right to claim. He is 
entitled to prove his title and then have an ordinary reconvey- 
ance. 


>. —— 





Ever since the decision given in Blades v. Lawrence (22 
W. R. 643, L. R. 9 Q. B. 374)-the City of London Court 
has been regarded as identical with the county courts, so 
far as its jurisdiction was concerned. In the case of Autner 
v. Phillips (reported elsewhere), however, which recently 
came before the Queen’s Bench Division, while the case 
just cited was not dissented from, the court (A. L. Suirn 
and GranrHam, JJ.) held that, as the County Courts Act, 
1888, does not expressly or by implication repeal the Lon- 
don (City) Small Debts Extension Act, 1852, but, on the 
contrary, provides, by section 185, that ‘nothing in the said 
Act shall take away, lessen, or diminish any of the powers, 
rights, or privileges of the judge of the said court,” the City of 
London Court possesses, by virtue of the said Act of 1852, 
jurisdiction in cases where the defendant has employment in the 
City of London or its liberties, even though he may not dwell 
or carry on business there. As is well known, a county court 
would not have jurisdiction under such circumstances, 
under section 74 of the County Courts Act, 1888, a defendant 
cannot, without special leave, be sued in any county court 
within the district of which he neither dwells nor carries on 
business, even though he may be there employed by someone 
who has the right to di him (Graham v. Lewis, 37 W. R. 








73, 22 Q. B.D. 1; Sangster vy. Kay, 5 Ex. 386). Though it is 
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possible that the decision in the case under consideration may 
cause some surprise, we venture to submit that it is correct, and 
will, in the event of its being questioned, be upheld on appeal. 





INJUNCTIONS AGAINST THE PUBLICATION OF 
LIBELS. 


Tue result of the discussion before the full Court of Appeal in the 
case of Bonnard v. Perryman (reported elsewhere) has been simply 
to affirm the view of the law which has, on former occasions, been 
taken by the separate branches of the court. Indeed, the matter 
is one that does not seem to admit of much doubt. As there is 
no limitation on the present jurisdiction of the court to interfere 
by injunction whenever it is just or convenient to do so, it is 
clear that it has this power in cases of libel. On the other hand, 
as the court cannot well interfere without deciding the question 
of libel or no libel, which is pre-eminently one for a jury, it is 
equally obvious that the jurisdiction ought not to be exercised, 
except in cases where the functions of the jury will not be really 
encroached upon, in cases, that is, where the libel and its false- 
hood are so clear that it cannot be supposed that the jury will 
have any doubt upon them. 

Originally, of course, it was well settled that the Court of 
Chancery had no jurisdiction in such matters. In Gee v. Prit- 
chard (2 Swanst. at p. 413), Lord Epon, C., said: ‘‘ The publi- 
cation of a libel is a crime; and I have no jurisdiction to prevent 
the commission of crimes; excepting, of course, such cases as 
belong to the protection of infants, where a dealing with an 
infant may amount to a crime—an exception arising from that 
— jurisdiction of this court.” In Clark vy. Freeman (11 

v., at p. 117), Lord Lanepatz, M.R., admitted that this was 
so before the fact of the libel had been found, though he seemed 
to think that the court might afterwards interfere to prevent a 
repetition of it. A well-known attempt was made by Matis, 
V.C., to remove the limitation on the power of the court in cases 
where the libel was calculated to diminish or destroy the value of 
property, and in Springhead Spinning Co. v. Riiey (16 W. R. 
1138, L. R. 6 Eq. 551) and Dizon v. Holden (17 W. R. 482, 
L. R. 7 Eq. 488) he granted injunctions, in the one case against 
conduct which, as described in the bill, amounted to crime, and 
in the other, against the publication of a damaging statement. 
But in Prudential Assurance Co. v. Knott (23 W.R. 249, L. R. 10 
Ch. 142) these decisions were overruled ; it was pointed out that 


‘nearly all libels might, in some way or other, be said to injure 
ee: and the jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery to inter- | 
was emphatically denied. The court, it was held, had no | 


jurisdiction to restrain the publication of a libel, even though it 
was injurious to a man in his business. 

Meanwhile, however, the Legislature had been putting the 
matter upon a new footing, and for many years there had 
existed at common law a general power to grant injunctions, 
though no questions seem to have arisen with regard to its 
exercise in cases of libel. By section 79 of the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1854, it was provided that in all cases of breach 
of contract or other injury, where the party injured was entitled 
to maintain and had brought an action, he might claim a writ 
of injunction against the repetition or continuance of such 
breach of contract or other injury. This provision, as was 
remarked by Jusser, M.R., in Quartz Hill Consolidated Gold 
Mining Co. vy. Beall (30 W. R. 583, 20 Ch. D, 501), was in as 
large terms as it well could be, and clearly conferred upon the 
common law courts a jurisdiction to interfere in cases of libel. 
Consequently, by the transfer of jurisdiction effected by the 
Judicature Act of 1873, this jurisdiction became vested in the 
High Court and all its divisions. It is unnecessary to rely upon 
this, however, as, at the same time, there was also conferred 
upon the High Court, by section 25, sub-section (8), a power to 

¢ an injunction by an interlocutory order “in all cases in 
which it shall appear to the court to be just or convenient that 
such an order oad be made,” 

Attention appears to have been first called to the effect of 
this Saggy on granting injunctions to restrain the publication 
of libels in Thorley’s Cattle Food Co. ¥. Massam (6 ch. DL), 582), 
where Mazixs, V.C., had an opportunity of expressing his 
opinion on the manner in which the Court of Appeal had dealt 


with him in Prudential Assurance Co. v. Knott (supra). Naturally 
he disapproved of it. He pointed to the actual benefit which 
had sealed to the parties from his order in Springhead Spinning 
Co. v. Riley (supra), and he maintained that the court could 
always interfere wherever there was a threatened destruction of 
property. But still the judgment of the Court of Appeal was 
not to be disregarded, and, although the Vice-Chancellor saw 
that the Judicature Act had probably rendered it obsolete, he 
declined to act upon this view on an interlocutory application. 
The question next arose in Saxby v. Easterbrook (27 W. R. 
188, 3 C. P. D. 339), upon an application made to a divisional 
court, consisting of Lord Coreriper, C.J., and Linpuey, J. It 
appears to have been thought that there was more chance of 
getting an injunction on the common law side, though since the 
Judicature Act the jurisdiction was, of course, the same. The 
case was not a test one, however, as the matter which the 
defendant was said to have published to the injury of the 
plaintiff's trade had already been found by a jury to be libel- 
lous. On this ground the case was distinguishable from those 
in equity where an injunction had been refused. ‘‘ Libel or no 
libel,” said Lord Cotzeripeer, “since Fox’s Act, is, of all ques- 
tions, peculiarly one for a jury; and I can well understand a 
court of equity declining to interfere to restrain the publication 
of that which has not been found by a jury to be libellous.” 
And so, too, Linptey, J.: ‘The principle upon which courts 
of equity have acted in declining to restrain the publication of 
matter alleged to be libellous, is, that the question of libel or no 
libel is pre-eminently for a jury. But when the jury have found 
the matter complained of to be libellous, and that it affects 
property, I see no principle by which the court ought to be 
precluded from saying that the repetition of the libel shall be 
| restrained.” * 
The matter first began to be put upon a true footing in Quartz 
| Hill Consolidated Gold Mining Co. v. Beall (supra), where Jessxt, 
| M.R., held that, both on the words of the Common Law Pro- 
|cedure Act, 1854, and the Judicature Act, 1873, there was 
| jurisdiction in a proper case upon interlocutory application, to 
| restrain the further publication of a libel, and this irrespective 
| of the question whether it had first been found to be a libel by 
|a jury or not. But, while there undoubtedly were cases in 
| which it would be quite proper to exercise the jurisdiction—such, 
| for instance, as the case of an atrocious libel, wholly unjustified 
}and inflicting the most serious injury on the plaintiff—yet 
| JEssEL, M.R., said, as subsequent judges also have done, that it 
| must be very carefully exercised. In the case before him the 
chief reason for interference did not exist, as there was no 
allegation that the libel was to be repeated. Moreover, it was 
not proved to be untrue, and, the defence of privilege being set 
|up, there was also a question of express malice to be tried. 
| These questions—the truth of the libel and malice—could not be 
tried upon affidavit, and the injunction, therefore, was refused. 
| There was here no special reference to the fact, previously 
insisted upon, that the question of libel or no libel is pre- 
| eminently one for the jury, and the matter was treated in this 
| respect like any other interlocutory application might have been. 
In order to grant the injunction, it was necessary to have know- 
ledge of facts which could only be properly ascertained at the 
trial. In Coulson y. Coulson (3 Times L. R. 846), however, Lord 
Esurr, M.R., recurred to the earlier aspect of the question, and 
| reconciled the undoubted power of the court to grant an in- 
junction with its duty not to encroach upon the functions of the 
jury, by saying that the jurisdiction must only be exercised in 
the clearest cases, where any jury would say that the matter 
complained of was libellous, and where, if the jury did not so 
find, the court would set aside the verdict as unreasonable. 
This test was adopted by Corron and Lorxs, L.JJ., in Liverpool 
Household Stores Association v. Smith (36 W. KR, %85, 37 Ch. D. 
170), and was approved in the recent judgment in Bonnard v. 
Perryman. In other words, the evidence must satisfy the court 
beyond any reasonable doubt that the libel is untrue and, if 
privilege is pleaded, that there was express malice. In cases 
where the evidence amounts to this the court does not in 
substance encroach upon the functions of the jury, because there 
is, ex hypothesi, no question upon which a jury can possibly 
differ. It has therefore a clear field for the exercise of the juris- 
diction conferred upon it by statute. The application of the 
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test depends, of course, on the circumstances of each particular 
case, but considering the opportunities for oral examination 
afforded at the trial, it is hardly perhaps correct to examine 
minutely, as Lord Justice Kay did, the technical sufficiency of 
the affidavits. 





REVIEWS. 
INDEX TO LOCUS STANDI REPORTS. 


THE CONSOLIDATED INDEX OF CASES DECIDED BY THE COURT OF 
REFEREES AND CONTAINED IN THE Locus StanpiI Reports, 1867 
TO 1890. Compiled by Recrvanp C. SauNDERS, Barrister-at- 
Law, Joint-Editor of the New Series of Locus Standi Reports. 
Butterworths. 


This is a work upon which it is evident that great labour and much 
time have been expended. It cannot fail to be of great assistance to 
all who — before the Court of Referees, to whose decisions, 
contained in the Locus Standi Reports, the present volume constitutes 
a reliable index. In order to secure facility and accuracy of refer- 
ence to the contents of these reports, Mr. Saunders has adopted a 
very good method of indexing. A table shewing the titles of the Locus 
Standi Koa for each year from 1867 to 1889 inclusive is first pro- 
vided. is is followed by a table, 73 pages in length, in which are 
entered, in alphabetical order, the titles of the various Bills mentioned 
in these reports, the various petitions relating to each particular Bill 
being grouped thereunder, and their place in the Locus Standi 
Reports indicated by reference to the proper volume and page. Next 
in order comes an alphabetical list of the statutes (about 80 in 
number) specially referred to in the reports, together with a refer- 
ence to the volume and page of the particular report where each 
statute, or any section thereof, is mentioned. This is succeeded by 
the index to the subjects contained in the Locus Standi Reports, 
which is accompanied by a table of all titles, sub-titles, and cross- 
references therein employed, of which there are no less than 627 
altogether. The references given in the index, which it may be men- 
tioned covers no less than 192 pages, are not merely to the whole of 
the volumes comprising the Locus Standi Reports, but the standing 
orders are likewise referred to whenever it is necessary or desirable to 
do so. The multiplicity of titles, into which the index is divided, 
greatly contribute to its value, by insuring in all cases, speedy, if not 
immediate, reference to the reports and standing orders. The 
titles ‘‘ Agreement,’ ‘‘ Competition,” ‘Corporation,’ ‘ Dock,” 
‘Local Boards and Authorities,”’ ‘‘ Owners, Lessees, and Occupiers,”’ 
“Petition,” ‘‘ Practice,” ‘‘ Railway,” ‘Standing Orders,” and 
“Traffic,” which occur in the index, may be cited as specially 
deserving of praise for the full, and at the same time concise, manner 
in which the subjects collected thereunder are presented to the 
reader. We cordially recommend Mr. Saunders’ compilation to all 
who practise before the Court of Referees. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Intoxicating Liquor Licensing Acts, 1872 and 1874. With 
Introduction, Notes, and Index. Eighth Edition. By James 
PATERSON, Esq., M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 

A Handy Book on the Formation, Management, and Winding Up 
of Joint-Stock Companies. By WitLiiaAM JorDAN and F, Gore- 
Browne, Barrister-at-Law. Fourteenth Edition. Jordan & Sons. 

The Law of Building and Engineering Contracts. With an 
Appendix of Unreported Cases. By ALrreD A. Hupson, Barrister- 
at-Law. Waterlow & Sons. 





CORRESPONDENCE, 
INVESTIGATION OF TITLE ON RECONVEYANCE., 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—If at the time that a mortgage is paid off the equity of re- 
demption is not vested in the original mortgagor, but has been 
assigned or has otherwise become vested in a third person, is the 
mortgagee entitled to investigate the title of the person paying off 
- mortgage before he reconveys to him and hands over the 
deeds 

In several of such cases which I have had in my office the solici- 
tors acting for the mortgagees have claimed to be entitled to make a 
regular investigation of my client’s title; but in a matter which I 
have in hand at the present time the mortgagee’s solicitors have 
altered the draft reconveyance which I submitted to them into a mere 
transfer of the mortgage to my client, on the ground that they can- 
not go into my client's title to the equity of redemption or other- 
wise, 


I cannot sup that there is any real question or doubt as to 
what the mortgagee’s rights in such cases are, having regard to the 
number of these transactions which take place every day, but it is 
evident, from my own experience, that a diversity of inion does 
exist upon the subject, raising doubts which it would > of great 
assistance to me, and possibly to some of my brother solicitors, to 
have cleared up. A SUBSCRIBER. 

April 16. 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.’”’—Epb. 8S. J.] 





>» 


PULLMAN v. HILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I cannot but feel surprised at your apparent acquiescence in 
the doctrines laid down in this case. They are in direct opposition to 
the views of Mr. Justice Mellor and the present Lord Soom in 
Lawless v. Anglo-Egyptian Cotton Co, (L. R. 4 Q. B. 262), and are, 
as I venture to think, no less contrary to the general principles of 
the law of libel. In the case last mentioned the view now 
by the Court of Appeal was treated by Lord Hannen as a reductio ad 
absurdum. If a communication is justifiable in itself, it surely can- 
not become otherwise because in making it the ordinary course of 
business is not departed from. If a solicitor, upon just occasion, 
writes a defamatory letter, how can the fact that it is dictated and 
copied in the usual course be evidence of express malice’ In reading 
Pittard vy. Oliver (1891, 1 Q. B. 474), decided by the same court 
only a month later than Pullman v. Hill, one cannot help feeling that, 
had the court been constituted in December as it was in January, 
the judgment would, in all probability, have been different. 

No doubt all that Pullman v. Hill absolutely decides is that dicta- 
tion and copying constitute publication; but the alarming part is 
the way in which Lopes and Kay, L.JJ., lay down that such a 
publication is not privileged. be, We 

April 21. 

[It is to be noticed that Lawless v. Anglo-Egyptian Cotton Co. and 
Pittard v. Oliver were both occasions where the libel was privileged. 
In the first it was contained in a re communicated by directors to 
the shareholders of a company, and Hannen, J., very naturally said 
that the fact that the report was printed was no evidence of ex 
malice. In the second, the privilege was held not to be lost by the 
presence of reporters at a meeting of guardians. The real point in 
Pullman vy. Hill is, as our correspondent says, that a solicitor’s 
letter was decided not to be covered by privilege.—Eb. S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re LACON, LACON v. LACON—No. 2, 2ist April. 


Parent anv Cnitp—Lecacy—Girt INTER Vivos — PRESUMPTION AGAINST 
Dovaie Portrons—Reserrar. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Romer, J. (ewie, p. 243). A 
question arose as to the application of the equitable eae gpa Saye 
double portions. A testator was, at the date of his will, enti to 
twenty-one twenty-fourth shares in a brewery business, the other partners 
being Admiral Willes, who had two shares, and Mr, Samuel Night le, 
who had the remaining share. By his will, dated the 22nd of December, 
1884, the testator gave all his parts or shares, estate, right, and interest of 
and in the trade of a brewer then carried on by him in Great Yarmouth 
and in the City of London and elsewhere in co-partnership, and of and in 
the partnership effects, goodwill, &c., unto his three younger sons, the 

laintiff, T. B. V. Lacon, and the defendants, H. S. H. Lacon and Ernest 
ve M. Lacon, in equal shares as tenants in common, and appointed the 
slaintiff, the defendant Ernest Lacon, and E. P. Youell his executors. 

he testator gave his banking business to his eldest son, devised his real 
estate in strict settlement, and gave the residue of his property among all 
his children. From 1874 Emest Lacon had been employed in the London 
branch of the brewery business, receiving a large salary from the firm ; 
and in 1884, on the death of the London manager, he succeeded to his 
position and salary. Sh afte s the London business required 
much greater care and attention, and Emest Lacon then to his 
father and to the firm for an increase in his salary, and the death 
of Nightingale, in 1886, the testator informed his son that 


i 


{ 





: 


fresh partnership arrangement was in contemplation, un which 
| would take two twenty-fourth shares as a partner, in lieu of being 
| salaried manager. Ernest Lacon consented, and became 
| his father (who held nineteen shares), Admiral Willes ( 


zZ 


shares), and Samuel Nightingale, a nephew of the deceased partner of 
| name (who held one share), The new articles contained a recital that 
testator had made over two of his twenty-one shares to Ernest Lacon, 
and, although no assignment was actually executed, he was credited in the 
partnership books with two twenty-fourth shares, and received a proper- 
tionate share of the profits. He continued to act as London MAADART, 
Dut his salary ceased. Under these cireumstances the phintift claimed « 


Ae 














i 


430 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








April 25, 1891. 





declaration that the gift in the will to Ernest Lacon of shares in the 
business was ‘‘ adeemed ” to the extent of the two shares which he took 
under the new articles, and that he must bring those two shares into 
hotchpot with the other nineteen, so that each of the three younger sons 
would take seven shares. On behalf of Ernest Lacon it was contended 
that there was a purchase by him from the testator for valuable considera- 
tion of the two shares, and that in respect thereof the provision made for 
him by the will was in no way affected. Romer, J., held that Ernest 
Lacon must bring the two shares which he had received in the testator’s 
lifetime into hotchpot. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Linvizy, L.J., said that the doctrine of the presumption against double 
portions could not be better stated than by Lord Eldon in Ex parte Pye (18 
Ves. 140), where he said: ‘‘I may state as the unquestionable doctrine of 
the court that, where a parent gives a legacy toa child, not stating the 
purpose with reference to which he gives it, the court understands him as 
giving a portion, and by a sort of artificial rule in which legitimate 
children have been very harshly treated, upon an artificial notion that the 
father is paying a debt of nature, and a sort of feeling upon what is 
called a securing against double portions, if the father afterwards 
advances a portion on the marriage of that child, though of less amount, 
it is a satisfaction of the whole or in part.’’ Under the articles the son 
Ernest was entitled to two twenty-fourth shares of the business, and 
under the will he was entitled to one-third of nineteen shares. The 
question was, whether the presumption against double portions applied, 
and whether, if it did apply, the circumstances of the case were such as 
to rebut the application of the doctrine. There was great difficulty, 
looking at the circumstances under. which the new partnership arrange- 
ment was arrived at, in saying that the two shares were given to the son 
Ernest by anticipation or in satisfaction of the provision made for him by 
the will. But, assuming that both provisions were portions, the question 
was, whether the circumstances were sufficient to rebut the presumption. 
On this point his lordship differed from Romer, J. He thought the cir- 
cumstances shewed that the intention of the father in giving the two 
shares to the son was not to anticipate the provision he had made for him 
by his will, but to give him an increased payment for his services. The 
son was at that time asking for an increase of salary, and the shares were 
given to him instead of an increase of salary, and when it was considered 
that it was to the advantage of the family that one son at least should be 
brought up to the business and be in it when the father died, his lordship 
thought that the intention of the father was deliberately to prefer one son 
to the other as to the amount of his interest in the business, and not 
merely as to giving him an earlier benefit. Bowen, L.J., concurred. He 
adopted the definition of the equitable doctrine of presumption against 
double portions given by Lord Cottenham in Pym v. Lockyer (5 M. & Cr. 
29). He said there were two presumptions involved : one that an advance 
was given by way of portion, the other that the intention of the parent 
was that the child should not have two portions. Kay, L.J., gave judg- 
ment to the same effect.—Counset, Rigby, Q.C., Neville, Q.C , and Begg ; 
Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and Borthwick ; Haldane, Q.C., and P. 8. Gregory ; 
E. 8. Ford. Souscrrors, Wellington Taylor ; Maples, Teesdale, §& Co. ; Grover 
§ Humphreys. 


BONNARD AND ANOTHER ». PERRY MAN—2Ist April. 


Isrertocutory Insunction—Linet—Jerispiction or Cuancery DIviston 
—Exercise or Discretion 1x Actions or DeraMatTIon. 


An article had been published by the defendant, as proprietor of a 
financial newspaper called the Financial Observer and Mining Herald, 
reflecting in strong terms on the character and honesty of the plaintiffs in 
the conduct of certain mining companies. The article appeared in the 
issue of the paper of the 7th of February, 1891, but had been repeated in 
su uent issues, and the defendant expressed his intention of repeating 
the allegations until notice was taken of them. The plaintiffs thereupon 
entered an action for libel against the defendant in the Chancery Division, 
to which the defendant set up a defence justifying the libel. Pending the 
trial of this action the plaintiffs appealed to and obtained from North, J., 
an interlocutory injunction restraining the defendants from publishing or 
circulating the above article or its repetition. Against this order the 
defendant appealed, on the ground (1) that the court had no jurisdiction 
to grant an interlocutory injunction in an action for libel pending its trial 
by a jury, and 2) that if ny court had a discretion to grant this order it 

wrongly exercised in an action for libel where the defence se 
justification of the alleged libel. pre ee 

Tue Covert (Lord Coterince, C.J., Lord Esner, M.R., and Lipuey, 
Bowen, Fry, and Kay, L.JJ.) held that the Chancery Division had 
jurisdiction to grant an interlocutory injunction in an action for defama- 
tion pending the trial, but (Kay, L.J., dissentiente) that the injunction had 
been wrongly exercised in the present case. Lord Corertor, C.J., in 
delivering the judgment, said that the court were unanimous in holding 
that the Chancery Division had jurisdiction to grant the interlocutory 
injunction under the authority of the Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25, sub- 
section 8, which extended the jurisdiction of the common law courts given 
by the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, to the ( thancery Division. The 
authorities were few, clear, and unanimous, and their jurisdiction was 

ly acknowledged by the decisions in Sarby y. Easterbrook (27 W. R. 

88, 3 C. P. D. 339), Quartz Hill Gold Mining Co. v. Beall (30 W. R. 587, 20 
Ch. D. 501), and Liverpool Houschold Stores ¥. Sith (36 W. R. 487, 37 
Ch. D. 170). The court also fully concurred in the observations of Lord 
Esher, M.R., as to the practice of granting such interlocutory injunctions 
in Coulson v. Coulson (3 Times L. R. 846). But,on the second point, he and 
the majority of the court were of opinion that the interlocutory injunction 
ought not to have been granted in thiv case, where. if the alleged libels 





were true, their publication was for the public interest, and interference 
with their circulation would be an infringement of the liberty of the press 
in that it might fetter the freedom of speech. The decision of a jury, 
again, in a libel, might depend upon the general character of a plaintiff, 
as tested by cross-examination, and it was impossible to test such a ques- 
tion merely upon affidavits before the court. The granting of an inter- 
locutory injunction in libel actions must be exercised with great cauticn, 
and it was wiser in all but exceptional cases to abstain from any interfer- 
ence with the freedom of publication. Kay, L.J., expressed his opinion 
that, while agreeing with the main decision of the court, he thought that, 
looking at the affidavit of the defendant in answer to that of the plaintiffs, 
the defendant only shewed his suspicion against the plaintiffs, but offered no 
grounds for his belief in the statements published, as required by ord. 38, 
r. 3. Moreover, if the defendant succeeded in the action, little, if any, 
damage could be incurred by him through the prevention of the repetition 
of this article, whereas, even if the plaintiffs succeeded, irreparable damage 
might be done to them in the interval by the continued circulation of 
these statements. The balance of convenience was the test under section 
25, and in this case the balance inclined towards the plaintiffs. Appeal 
allowed, and injunction withdrawn.—CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
W. E. Vernon; Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Dunham. Soxrtcrrors, Watson § 
Watson ; Vernon, Son, § Co. 


SALOMONS +. KNIGHT—No. 2, 22nd April. 
Liset—InTerLocuTory INJUNCTION TO RESTRAIN PuBLICATION—DISCRETION. 


This was an appeal against the refusal of North, J., to grant an inter- 
locutory injunction to restrain the publication of an alleged libel. The 
alleged libel was contained in certain circulars and other documents which 
were sent by the defendant to, amongst others, the chairman of a com- 
pany of which the plaintiff was the deputy chairman. The statements made 
in these documents were said to be in substance identical with statements 
in respect of which the plaintiff had, in the year 1889, obtained a verdict 
for £1,000 damages in an action for libel which he then brought against 
the defendant. The damages had not been paid. North, J., did not hear 
the defendant’s counsel, and in declining to grant an injunction said he 
should not say more than that, after reading the documents which the de- 
fendant had published, they seemed to be, so far as he could form an 
opinion without hearing the defendant, unjustifiable to a degree. But, on 
the other hand, thefe was not the slightest suggestion, by the plaintiff or 
anyone else, that any person who saw the documents would pay the 
slightest attention or attach the slightest weight to them. It was open to 
the plaintiff, if the charges were such as he said, to proceed against the 
defendant by indictment. His lordship did not see any such immediate 
and pressing injury to person or property threatened by the defendant's 
proceedings as would make it right that the Chancery Division should in- 
terfere by interlocutory injunction to stop them. 

Tue Covrr (Linptey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Linp.ey, L.J., expressed his concurrence with the judgment of North, J. 
He agreed that the conduct of the defendant was utterly without justifica- 
tion or excuse, and if the defendant was not careful he would probably 
find himself in gaol. But no one would pay any attention to the charges 
made by him. Bowen and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunset, Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., and Frank Watson ; John Black. Soxtcrrors, Watson, Sons, § 
Room. 


ANGUS v. CLIFFORD—No. 2, 18th April. 


Company—ProsrEctUs—MIsREPRESENTATION—ACTION YOR DEcEIT AGAINST 
Dimxcrors—MisstaTeMENtT witnout Fravp. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Romer, J. (39 W.R. 252). The 
action was for deceit against the directors of a company in respect of 
alleged misstatements, contained in the prospectus of a company, which 
induced the plaintiff to become a shareholder in the company. A ques- 
tion arose as to the application of Derry v. Peek (14 App. Cas. 337). The 
action was brought in September, 1889, and by it the plaintiff claimed a 
declaration that he was induced to take 2,000 shares of £1 each in the 
Valley Gold Co. (Limited) by misrepresentations contained in a prospectus 
issued on the 27th of October, 1886, by the defendants as directors of that 
company, and for damages thereby occasioned. The company was 
registered on the 25th of October, 1886, its object being to purchase some 
geld mines in California. The prospectus stated that full reports on the 
property had been ‘‘ prepared for the directors’? by four eminent 
engineers, and contained reports by them. It stated that the engineers 
had personally inspected the property, and that one of them had advised 
the board as to the means to be adopted for working and developing the 
same to the best advantage ; that the reports had convinced the directors 
that the estate was a rich one, and that they had no hesitation in recom- 
mending the shares to the public as a genuine investment. The reports of 
the engineers had in fact been made before the defendants became directors 
—not for them, but on the instructions of the London ageyt of the vendors 
to the company. It was alleged in the statement of claim (though not 
proved) that the reports were grossly exaggerated. Romer, J., held that 
there had been a material misstatement, and he gave judgment for the 
plaintiff. 

Tue Cover (Linpiey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Linpiey, L.J., said that the plaintiff alleged that he was induced to take 
shares in this company on the faith of the statement that full reports had 
been prepared for the directors, and he alleged that the statement was 
untrue to the knowledge of the directors, and he claimed relief on the 
ground of fraud. The judgment of Romer, J., did not find as a fact that 
the directors, or any of them, had been guilty of fraud, His judgment 
was based on the construction of the words ‘ prepared for the directors.”’ 
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He held that the fair meaning of those words was that the directors had 
employed the engineers who wrote the reports; that that -was not true, 
oe that therefore the directors were liable to the plaintiff. The learned 
judge’s mind was not addressed to the point whether the directors in 
making the false statement had been guilty of fraud. He saw the directors 
in the witness-box, but he did not find them guilty of fraud. Before the 
decision of the House of Lords in Derry v. Peek it was clear that 
the action could have been maintained. But that decision shewed, 
that an action against directors for negligent, as distinguished from 
fraudulent, misrepresentation could not be maintained. It was there- 
fore necessary to see whether the misstatement complained of was 
made fraudulently or only negligently. The plaintiff relied upon 
what Lord Herschell said in Derry v. Peek (14 App. Cas. 374): “I 
think the authorities establish the following propositions :—First, in 
order to sustain an action of deceit there must be proof of fraud, and 
nothing short of that will suffice. Secondly, fraud is proved when it is 
shewn that a false representation has been made (1) knowingly, or (2) 
without belief in its truth, or (3) recklessly, careless whether it be true or 
false. Although I have treated the second and third as distinct cases, I 
think the third is but an instance of the second; for one who makes a 
statement under such circumstances can have no real belief in the truth of 
what he states. To prevent a false statement being fraudulent there must, 
I think, always be an honest belief in its truth. And this probably covers 
the whole ground, for one who knowingly alleges that which is false has 
obviously no such honest belief. Thirdly, if fraud is proved, the 
motive of the person guilty of it is immaterial. It matters not that there 
was no intention to cheat or injure the person to whom the statement was 
made.’”’ But these observations were qualified by others. Lord Herschell 
said (14 App. Cas. 375) :—‘‘In my opinion, making a false statement 
through want of care falls far short of, and isa very different thing from, 
fraud, and the same may be said of a false representation honestly 
believed, though on insufficient grounds.”’ It followed that, if a false 
statement was made without the matter being present to the mind of the 
person who made it, that was not fraud, but carelessness, for which no 
action would lie. Then, at p. 376, Lord Herschell said :—‘‘I think there 
is much to be said for the view that this moral duty ought, to some extent, 
to be converted into a legal obligation, and that the want of reasonable 
care to see that statements, made under such circumstances, are true, 
should be made an actionable wrong. But this is not a matter fit for dis- 
cussion on the present occasion. If it is to be done the Legislature must 
intervene and expressly give the right of action in respect of such a depar- 
ture from duty. It ought not, I think, to be done by straining the law, 
and holding that to be fraudulent which the tribunal feels cannot properly 
be so described. I think mischief is likely to result from blurring the 
distinction between carelessness and fraud, and equally holding a man 
fraudulent whether his acts can or cannot be justly so designated.” If 
in the present case the true inference from the evidence was that the state- 
ment complained of was not present to the minds of the directors, it 
would be attributable to carelessness rather than fraud. Inasmuch as 
Romer, J., who had seen the witnesses, had not found the directors guilty 
of fraud, his lordship thought that the Court of Appeal ought not to find 
them guilty on the same evidence. Upon the evidence of the several 
defendants his lordship came to the conclusion that none of them saw the 
importance of the statement complained of. Consequently the action 
could not be maintained against them. But, as the directors had been 
guilty of very gross carelessness, the judgment for them ought to be with- 
out costs. His lordship had some doubt whether the statement com- 
plained of was material, in the absence of any evidence that the reports 
were untrue, but he preferred to base his judgment on the broader ground 
that the action could not be maintained without proof of fraud. Bowen, 
L.J., concurred. He was not satisfied that there was any dishonesty on 
the part of the defendants. There was gross and culpable carelessness, 
but that was not fraud. Derry v. Pek had decided that a person who 
made a statement was under no legal obligation to take reasonable care in 
forming his belief as to its truth. That was the principle which had 
always prevailed at common law in an action of deceit. Such an action, 
before the Judicature Act, could only be brought in the common law 
courts. His lordship ventured to assert that there was not a common 
lawyer living who doubted, that the grounds on which an action of deceit 
would lie were correctly laid down by the House of Lords in Derry v. Peek. 
It was often said that there could not be a misrepresentation on a matter 
of opinion; but a statement was not the less false because it related to 
the state of a man’s mind. If you once arrived at the inference of fact 
that the state of a man’s mind was not that which he represented it to be, 
that was just as much a misrepresentation as if it had related to some- 
thing outside the man’s mind. It might not always be easy to discover 
a test which would furnish an index of what was passing in a man’s mind, 
but it was essential to look into the state of a man’s mind in order to find 
fraud against him. Confusion also arose from the use of the word 
‘** reckless ’’ in an action of deceit. The true test was, Did the mar make 
the statement knowing it to be false—that is, being conscious that it was 
false; or, if not, did he make it not knowing whether it was true or false, 
and not caring? A man might have an honest belief in the truth of a 
statement in the sense in which he read it, although that was 
not the sense in which it would be ordinarily understood, and 
although it might be wholly blamable to attribute that sense to it. It did 
not follow that because a man used certain language he was conscious of 
the way in which it would be understood. An honest blunder was 
not dishonesty. Romer, J., found that the statement complained 
of, according to its fair meaning, was not true. But that finding 
was quite consistent with mere carelessness by the directors in 
the use of the words, and that it did not occur to their minds 


that the statement would be understood in a different sense from | 





that which they intended. Kay, L.J., also concurred. There was no 
evidence that the reports were untrue or e or inaccurate in any 
respect. It was said that that ought to be i from the i 

of the shares, but there was another reason for that—viz., that the com- 
pany had not sufficient capital to develop or work the mine, whether it 
was good or bad. Suppose that a vendor of real estate represented to the 
purchaser that he had been informed by A. B. that there existed under the 
estate a particular seam of coal, and it turned out that he had not had any 
such assurance from A. B., but that that coal was there. Could the pur- 
chaser say, ‘‘ I admit the mine is there, and the estate is as valuable as it 
is represented to be, but I claim relief on the ground that no such in- 
formation was given by A. B. to the vendor.”’ His lordship doubted very 
much whether such an action would succeed. As Lord Halsbury, C., 
said in Derry v. Peek, fraud without damage, or damage without fraud, 
does not give rise to an action.—CovnskL, Rigby, Q.C., Asquith, Q.C., and 
Grosvenor Woods; Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and 7. R. Hughes. Soxscrrors, 
Kerly, Son, & Verden ; Burton, Yeates, Hart, § Burton. 


Re MAINWARING, CRAWFORD v. ROYAL INFIRMARY—No. 2, 
18th April. 


ExecvTrors—PoweErR TO SELECT BENEFICIARIES—RENUNCIATION OF PROBATE 
BY ONE Executor. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (38 W. R. 412, 43 
Ch. D. 643), the question being, whether an executor, who had renounced 
probate of the will, could exercise a power given by the will to the 
executors of selecting the objects of a gift to charitable purposes, or 
whether the power had become inoperative or could be exercised by the 
executors who had proved the will. The testator by his will bequeathed 
various legacies, among which was a legacy of £100 to Annie Hughes, to 
be paid on her attaining the age of sixteen years; ‘‘in the event of her 
decease prior to which time the amount to remain at the disposal of my 
executors for distribution to such charities or charitable institutions as 
they approve of.’ The testator bequeathed ‘‘ to my executors herein 
named the sum of £50 each for the trouble they may have in the execution 
of this my will, and also to mark my friendship and regard for them.” 
The testator then appointed J. D. Crawford, J. Forshaw, and W. Jones 
executors of his will. He then bequeathed pecuniary legacies to several 
specified charitable institutions, and he bequeathed the residue 
of his estate ‘‘to the above named charitable institutions, or 
such others or additional as my executors herein named may 
select, to be divided in such proportions as they_may approve 
of.” The will was proved by Crawford and Jones alone, Forshaw, 
the third executor, having renounced probate. Kekewich, J., held that 
the power of selecting the charities which were to take the residue was by 
the will given to the three persons who were named as executors, not by 
virtue of their office, but as individuals, and that the renouncing executor 
could join with the other two in making the selection. On the appeal 
the Attorney-General, as representing the Crown, was served, and it was 

ed on his behalf that, by reason of the renunciation of the executor, 
the power could not be exercised at all. 

Tue Covrr (Lixpiey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Upon the construction of the will as a whole, particularly having regard 
to the power of selection given to the executors as regarded the legacy of 
£100 to Annie Hughes in the event of her death under sixteen, their lord- 
ships were of opinion that the power of selecting the recipients of the 
residue was annexed to the office of executor, and that it could be exercised 
by the two executors who had proved.—CovnseL, J. D. Crawford ; Ingle 
Joyce. Sorscrrors, Kemble § Co. ; Hare § Ca. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


FAREHAM LOCAL BOARD AND FAREHAM ZLECTRIC LIGHT CO. r. 
SMITH—Chitty, J., 16th April. 
Puntrc Heaura Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vier. c. 55), ss. 4, 161—Pvntic Hiex- 

WAY—SrreetT—OverHEap Wires—Lieutrsc—Exectrric Ligutine—Gas 

CoMPANTES. 

In this case the plaintiffs claimed an injunction restraining the defend- 
aut from cutting their electric wires. It appeared that the board had 
entered into a contract with the company to supply the town of Fareham 
with light by means of electricity for a term not yet expired, and during 
which the company was not to be at liberty to remoye the necessary posts 
and wires. The defendant was the owner in fee of land facing the road, 
aud, as owner of the subsoil in the half of the road on which the posts and 
wires were erected, claimed to treat the plaintiffs as trespassers. 

Currry, J., said that at the date of the defendant's conveyance the 
road was dedicated to the public, and had been taken over by the board. 
The road was therefore a street within the Public Health Act of 1875, and, 
according to the authorities, what was comprised in the term street was 
not merely the surface of the road, but the soil below the surface to such @ 
depth as was required for the pu of enabling the local authority to 
exercise its statutory powers and to perform its statutory duties. 
depth to which the statutory right of the board extended was not defined 
by the Act, but it was ascertainable. What was vested in the local board 
was the area of user of the street below its surface. The actual = 
would vary in different cireumstances—eg., in cases of sewers. e 
proposition was founded on Coverdale v. Charlton (27 W. R. 287, 4 
Q. B. D. 406) and Wandsworth Board v. United Telephone Co. (13 Q. B. D. 
904), and the latter case also shewed that a similar and correspond- 
ing proposition might be correctly stated with reference to the zone 
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above the surface of the road. The local authority was entitled to take so 
much of the zone above as was required for its purposes under the Act. 
To express the matter shortly, it was the area of user which shewed what 
was vested, and the street comprised the zone. The local authority had a 
proprietary right in the zone above the surface, or, at any rate, had a 
possession of so much above and so much below as fell within the objects 
of the Act. In the present case the local board had contracted with the 
company for a supply of electric light for public purposes, and the works 
in question being within thé area of the zone, the plaintiffs were entitled 
to an injunction. The defendant, it was to be remembered, could claim 
compensation under section 308 of the Act. His lordship also held that 
the 2nd and 3rd paragraphs of section 161 did not modify the general 
powers conferred by paragraph 1 on local authorities of lighting their 
districts, so as to restrict such powers to gas lighting only, but were merely 
inserted to protect any statutory monopolies of gas companies.—CovunsEL, 
Whitehorne, Q.C., and A. Glen; Farwell, Q.C.; and Bovill Smith. Sort- 
cirors, Burn § Galloway, for Goble & Warner, Fareham; A. H. Ewer, for 
V. Donnithorne, Fareham. 


COXON rv. GORST—Chitty, J., 22nd April. 
Company—Winpixne vep—Orper Dissotvinc Company—ACTION AGAINST 
Direcrors—Compantes Act, 1862, s. 111. 


In this case, a company having been wound up by the court, and an 
order for the dissolution of the company made under section 111 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, a creditor of the company, suing on behalf of him- 
self and all other the creditors of the company, brought an action against 
the former directors of the company for the recovery of certain sums 
alleged by the plaintiff to have been improperly paid to the shareholders 
as dividends out of the funds of the company. The plaintiff made no 
charge of fraud. The liquidator of the company was joined as co- 
defendant. The assets of the company had not been sufficient to dis- 
charge its liabilities. The defendants moved to strike out the statement 
of claim as disclosing no reasonable cause of action or to have the action 
dismissed. 

Currry, J., said that the dissolution order made under section 111 
operated as a bar to the action. What the plaintiff was in effect asking 
for was, that, notwithstanding the order, the winding up should be con- 
tinued and made more complete. Where, after a voluntary winding up, 
the company had been dissolved pursuant to section 142 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, it had been decided by the Court of Appeal in two cases that 
the court had no jurisdiction to make an order on petition for winding up 
by the court unless the dissolution could be impeached on the ground of 
fraud : Re Pinto Silver Mining Co. (26 W. R. 622, 8 Ch. D. 273), Re London 
and Caledonian Marine Insurance Co. (27 W. R. 713, 11 Ch. D. 140). These 
decisions also applied in full force to a dissolution by order of the court in 
a winding up by the court. Consequently the plaintiff who even did 
not allege fraud could not proceed by petition for a discharge of the order 
of dissolution and for a continuance of the winding up by the court. 
Nor could he proceed by an action when he did not impeach the order 
for dissolution. The plaintiff therefore, being bound by the order, could 
not be permitted, whatever be the form of his proceeding, whether by 
action or petition, to allege that the winding up was not complete. Even 
assuming that a creditor could proceed by action to recover from directors 
capital wrongfully paid away in the shape of dividends when the company 
still existed—notwithstanding Lord Hatherley’s decision in Mills v. North 
Railway of Buenos Ayres (19 W. R. 571, L. R. 5 Ch. 621)—he was of 
opinion that no such action could be maintained where the company had 
been dissolved. The plaintiff could not sue without making the company 
party, and the existence of the company having been put an end to by the 
operation of the statute, he could not sue at all. Where the company still 
ex‘stel the capital wrongfully paid away would have to be restored to the 
company’s coffers if it were a going concern, or paid to the official 
liquidator, or into court if the company were being: wound up by the court. 
The statement of claim contained allegations, possibly with a view to get 
over this difficulty, to the effect that the right to recover the amount 
alleged to have been wrongfully paid away was a chose in action which, on 
the dissolution of the company, passed to the creditors. This supposed 
vesting in the creditors of the company’s choses in action was a mere fiction, 
with nothing in the statute to support it, and was made in the teeth of the 
rovisions of the statute. The result was that the affairs of the company 

been completely wound up, and the company itself had been duly 
dissolved, and consequently there was n6 reasonable cause of action dis- 
closed by the statement of claim. He dismissed the action with costs.— 
Counsg., Byrne, Q.C.; C. Macnaghten; E. W. Stock ; Farwell, Q.C., and 
W. F. Hamilton. Sorscrrors, Turnbull, Tilly, & Mousir ; Newman, Hays, & 
Co. ; Bedford, Monier Williams, & Robinson. 


Re HARRIS, FITZROY +. HARRIS—North, J., 15th April. 
Coypition Precepent—PexrorMance BECOME ImposstnLE—AcrtT or Gop. 


The question in this case was, whether an appointment under a power 
contained in a marriage settlement had failed, by reason of the perform- 
ance of a condition to which it was made subject having become impos- 
sible. A father had, under his marriage settlement, a power of ap- 
pointing by decd the property therein comprised among the children 
of the marriage and their issue, subject, as regarded part of the pro- 
perty, to his own life interest, and subject, as to the remainder 
of the property, to other life interests. ‘The wife was dead. There 
was only one child of the marriage, a daughter. In July, 1881, the 
father executed a deed poll by which he appointed the income of the 

(subject to the previous estates for life) for a term of twenty-one 
years to the daughter “‘if she shall so long live and remain a spinster, or 





marry with the previous consent in writing of ’’ the father during his life, 
and after his death, and during the same term, of the trustees or trustee 
for the time being of the settlement. There was an appointment in re- 
mainder to the children of the daughter who should be living at the end 
of the twenty-one years, and being sons, should attain the age of twenty- 
one, or, being daughters, should attain that age or marry under it. 
In February, 1884, the father was found to be a lunatic. He never 
recovered, and in April, 1890, he died. In November, 1884, the 
daughter married. The question was whether, under these circumstances, 
the daughter was, by virtue of the appointment, entitled to the income of 
the settled funds during the term of twenty-one years, she having 
married during her father’s life without his consent, which he was in- 
capable of giving by reason of his lunacy. On behalf of the daughter it 
was argued (1) that the father had no power to impose the condition re- 
quiring consent to the marriage, and that consequently the appointment 
was good, and was free from the condition ; (2) that, the literal fulfilment 
of the condition having become impossible by the act of God, the case 
must be treated as if the condition had been complied with. The condi- 
tion should be read as requiring the consent of the father, if he were cap- 
able of consenting. On behalf of an infant child of the daughter it was 
urged, that the performance of the condition had not become impossible 
during the father’s life, because he might have recovered. 

Nortn, J., held that the performance of the condition had become im- 
possible by the act of God, and that, it being a condition precedent, the 
appointment to the daughter could not take effect, and she was not en- 
titled to the income during the term.—CowunseEL, Morshead ; P. F. Wheeler ; 
G. Waylat Ellis. Soxicrton, Arthur Hughes. 


Re ATHERTON—Kekewich, J., 16th April. 


Serritep Lanp Act—TeENant vor Lire—Person Havinc Powers or Tenant 
vor Lire—PERSON BENEFICIALLY ENTITLED AS Herr uNpER Lapsep Devise 
—Lerase—Consent ov Tenant ror Lire—Sertriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 
46 Vicr. c. 38), s. 2, sun-secTion 5; s. 56, suR-sEcTION 2; s. 58, suR- 
SECTION 1. 

The testator devised all his residuary real estate to trustees upon trust, 
after paying certain annuities, to accumulate the surplus rents and profits 
during the life of his son, and to hold the real estate and accumulations 
after the death of the son in trust for his children. The testator died on 
the 7th of April, 1869, so that the period of twenty-one years allowed by 
the Thellusson Act for accumulations had expired. The residuary real 
estate was therefore undisposed of during the remainder of the life of the 
son, and he became entitled to it as heir-at-law of the testator. Under 
the will the trustees had power to grant building leases at their discretion, 
and were about to exercise the power. The question then aroze whether 
there was nét a conflict between the provisions of the settlement and the 
provisions of the Act within section 56, sub-section 2, of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, so as to make the consent of the tenant for life necessary to the 
exercise by the trustees of their powers of leasing, and, if so, whether the 
son was tenant for life under the settlement. The son being a lunatic not 
so found, the trustees took out a summons under section 56, sub-section 3, 
for the opinion of the court. The summons had not been served on any 
person. 

Kexewicu, J., said that the son, as heir-at-law of the testator, and in 
that character, was beneficially entitled to the real estate as tenant for life 
under the settlement, and his consent to the proposed lease was necesary. 
—Covnset, D. Sturges and F. A. Jones. Soutcrrors, Wynne, Hole, § 
Wynne, for Kennedy, Ormskirk. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE GUARDIANS OF THE POOR OF THE PARISH OF BRIGHTON 
(Appellants) . THE GUARDIANS OF THE POOR OF THE STRAND 
UNION (Respondents)—17th April. 


Poor Law — Pavrer — Removan Orper — Turee Years’ Resipence — 

Drvipep Parisxes AND Poor Law Amenpment Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. 
* ¢c. 61), ss. 34, 36. 

Appeal by case stated by consent and by order of Pollock, B., against 
an order for the removal of a pauper from the Strand Union to the parish 
of Brighton, made by two justices of the peace for the county of London 
on the 2nd of July, 1890, whereby it was adjudged that the place of the 
last legal settlement of a pauper chargeable to the respondents’ union 
was in the appellants’ parish of Brighton. The appeal was against this 
order of removal. The pauper was the lawful daughter of her parents, 
and was born in the parish of Hove in 1862. By an order of removal, dated 
the 13th of July, 1866, it was adjudged that the place of the last legal 
settlement of the mother of the pauper and of the pauper herself, then 
being an infant aged about four years, was in the Shipston-on-Stour 
Union in the counties of Gloucester and Worcester. The «nother of the 
pauper died in October, 1866, and under the order of the 13th of July, 
1866, the pauper was duly removed to Shipston Union in November, 
1866. From the year 1870 continuously to the year 1881 the pauper was 
residing in Brighton, being in the service of various persons there as a 
domestic servant. In April, 1881, she went to reside in Paris; but during 
the whole period between 1870 and 1881 she did not reside or sleep at any 
place other than in the parish of Brighton, and she has not since acquired 
a fresh settlement. The grounds on which the order of removal now 
appealed against were made were that the pauper last. resided for upwards 
of three years continuously up to the year 1881 in the parish of Brighton, 
and had there acquired a settlement by such residences, in accordance 





with the provisions of 39 & 40 Vict. c. 61, s. 34. The appellants’ 
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grounds of appeal are that the pauper was not at the time of the making 
of the order, and never has been, legally settled in the parish of Bright: n ; 
and that the order was defective and bad, because the pauper, having been 
removed under the order dated the 13th of July, 1866, and before the 
passing of 39 & 40 Vict. c. 61, could not acquire a settlement under that: 
Act, owing to the provisions of section 36 of the Act. The respondents 
contended that the pauper acquired a settlement by three years’ continu- 
ous residence in the parish of Brighton by virtue of section 34, notwith- 
standing section 36 of the Act. The question now was whether the pauper 
acquired a settlement by residence, and is now settled in the parish of 
Brighton, under the 39 & 40 Vict. c. 61, and whether an order of removal 
to Brighton can be lawfully made under the statute or otherwise. 

A. L. Smrru, J., read the following judgment :—By order of removal 
dated the 13th of July, 1866, the pauper, an infant of about four years of 
age, was removed with her mother from Brighton to the parish of Blockley, 
in the Shipston-on-Stour Union, such being then her place of legal settle- 
ment. Four years afterwards she returned to Brighton, and from that 
year until April, 1881, she continuously resided there, and thus attained 
the privilege of irremovability therefrom. In April, 1881, she broke her 
residence in Brighton, and went to Paris, and ultimately, in 1890, became 
chargeable to the Strand Union. The question is, under these circum- 
stances, to what place is she now to be removed-—to Brighton or to 
Blockley ? The justices decided to Brignton, and hence the present 
appeal. Apart from the Divided Parishes and Poor Law Amendment 
Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vict. c. 61), she would be removable to Blockley, such 
being her last plate of legal settlement. She had only acquired the 
privilege of irremovability from Brighton whilst she continued to reside 
there, and this privilege she lost when she broke her residence and went 
to Paris in 1881. But it is said by the respondents that section 34 of the 
Act of 1876 gave her a settlement in Brighton by reason of three years’ 
residence there. Section 34 is as follows :—‘‘ Where any person shall 
have resided for the term of three years in any parish, in such manner and 
under such circumstances as would render him irremovable, he shall be 
deemed to be settled therein until he shall acquire a settlement in some 
other parish by a like residence.’’ This Act came into operation on the 
15th of August, 1876. At that date the pauper had resided in Brighton 
for six years, and she continued to reside there for four more years under 
circumstances which gave her unquestionably a settlement in Brighton 
under this section. But it is said that section 34 does not apply to the 
pauper at all, because of section 36, and it is upon the true construction of 
this section that this case hinges. Section 36 is as follows :—‘‘ The pro- 
visions relating to settlement shall not apply to any pauper removed 
under any order of removal, or without such order under the provision in 
that behalf contained in the Union Chargeability Act, 1865, before the pas- 
sing of this Act, or in receipt of non-resident relief lawfully given, orin respect 
of whom any order of removal shall be pending at the passing of this Act.’’ 
This section comprises four cases to which section 34 is not to apply. The 
first case is ‘‘ to any pauper removed by order of removal before the passing 
of the Act’’; the second case is, ‘‘to any pauper removed by consent 
before the passing of the Act,” then, ‘* to any pauper in receipt of non- 
resident relicf,’’ and fourthly, ‘“‘to any pauper in respect of whom any 
order of removal shall be pending at the time of the passing of the Act.’’ 
Therefore, in this section there are different ways in which the 
word ‘‘ pauper’’ may be read, in cases one and two the word may mean 
any person being a pauper before or at the time of the passing of the Act ; 
in case three it may mean being a pauper before, at the time, or after the 
passing of the Act; in case four it must mean being a pauper at the time 
of the passing of the Act. Then, what is the true reading of the word 
‘* pauper ’’ when applied to the present case? Is it to be read so as to take 
away the settlement unquestionably given by section 34 if the section stood 
alone, or is it to be read so as to leave her with the settlement conferred 
by section 34, that is, ‘‘ any person being a pauper at the time of the pass- 
ing of the Act.” It is the last reading which I prefer and apply to this 
case. It may well be that the Legislature, by cases one and two in section 
36, intended to prevent the settlement of one who was a pauper when the 
Act passed, and whose legal settlement had been then determined either 
by adjudication or consent, from being ripped up and then a new settle- 
ment, given by section 34, placed in its stead, and this appears to have 
been the intention of the Legislature, and it did not intend that a per- 
son—as in this case—removed when an infant, should never thereafter 
obtain the benefit of the new settlement by residence conferred by section 
34, which is the point contended for by the appellants. I am aware that 
there are decisions upon the Act which have said, that in some instances, 
at any rate, the Act is not retrospective, but for the reasons above I have 
come to the conclusion that the word ‘‘ pauper,”’ in section 36, in cases one 
and two, is to be read as ‘‘ pauper at the time the Act was passed,’’ and 
in my opinion the judgment of the justices was correct, and the appeal 
must be dismissed, with costs. GrantHam, J., read a judgment to the 
same effect. Appeal dismissed.—Covnset, Lumley Smith, Q.C., and Gore ; 
Poland, Q.C., and A. Glen. Sorscrrors, Clarke § Calhin, for C. 8. Clarke, 
Brighton ; J. C. Button. 


KUTNER v. PHILLIPS—15th April. 
Crry or Lonpon Covrr—JvurispicrIoN—PROHIBITION—PERSON EMPLOYED 
in Crry—Covunty Covrts Act, 1888. 

Application on behalf of the defendant for a prohibition, referred to the 
court by Pollock, B., at chambers. The application was for a writ of pro- 
hibition, directed to the judge of the City of London Court and the plain- 
tiff in the action, prohibiting any further ser pene in the action, on the 
ground that the City of London Court had no jurisdiction to hear the 
action. The action was commenced by a default summons in the City of 
London Court, and was for the recovery of money lent, and for interest. 
The plaintiff resides in Manchester, and the defendant in Lamb’s Conduit- 
street, Holborn, but is employed as a clerk to a merchant in the City of 


London. At the trial objection was taken on behalf of the defendant that 


the court had no jurisdiction in the case, as no of the cause of action 
arose within the dity, but the learned judge that he had — 
under the London (City) Small Debts Extension Act, 1852 (15 Vict. c. 77), 
as the defendant was employed within the City. The hearing of the case 
was adjourned, and in the meantime the present application for a prohibi- 
tion was made at chambers. The question was whether the County Courts 
Act, 1888, had not repealed the Act of 1852, so far as the present point was 
concerned. The court took time to consider their judgment. On April 15 
the following written judgments were delivered :— 

A. L. Surrn, J.—This is an application by the defendant for a writ of 
prohibition, directed to the plaintiff and the judge of the City of London 
Court, to prohibit further proceedings in this action, which was being 
prosecuted by means of that which is technically known as a default sum- 
mons, upon the ground that, inasmuch as the defendant did not dwell or 
carry on business within the City of London or liberties thereof, but only 
had employment therein, the court had no jurisdiction to entertain the 
plaint In the year 1847, by the statute 10 & 11 Vict. c. 71, s. 40, juris- 
diction was given to the court, now called the City of London Court, over 
defendants dwelling or carrying on business within the City or liberties 
thereof. In the year 1852 this jurisdiction was expressly enlarged, and by 
section 39 of the London (City) Small Debts Extension Act, 1852 (15 Vict. 
c. 77), it was enacted that ‘‘a summons and plaint might issue from the 
court, provided that the defendants, or one of them, shall dwell, or carry on 
business, or have employment within the City of London, or liberties 
thereof, at the time of action brought, or provided the defendant, or one 
of the defendants, shall have dwelt or carried on business, or shall have 
had employment therein, at some time within six months before the time 
of the action brought, or if the cause of action either wholly or in 
arose therein.’”? There has been no express repeal of this section, but it is 
argued that by reason of the legislation which has since taken place, and 
especially by reason of the provisions of the County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 
52 Vict. c. 43), it has been repealed by implication. Now a repeal by im- 
plication is only effected when the provisions of a later enactment are so 
inconsistent with or repugnant to the provisions of an earlier one 
that the two cannot stand together, in which case the maxim, ‘“ leges 
posteriores contrarias abrogant,’’ applies. Unless the Acts are so plainly 
repugnant to each other that effect cannot be given to both at the same 
time, a repeal will not be implied, and special Acts are not repealed by 
general Acts unless there is some express reference to the previous legisla- 
tion, or unless there is a necessary inconsistency in the two Acts standing 
together: see Thorpe v. Adams (L. R. 6 C. P. 135). This being the law, it 
now becomes necessary to examine the legislation which has taken place 
since 1852, and especially the County Courts Equitable Jurisdiction Act, 
1865, the County Courts Amendment Act, 1867 (80 & 31 Vict. c. 142), the 
County Courts Act of 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 50), and the last Act i 
to county courts, the Act, of 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43). By the County 
Courts Equitable Jurisdiction Act, 1865, equitable jurisdiction was granted 
to the City of London Court, therein called the City Court, in the same 
way and to the same extent as it was then granted to the county courts. 
There is nothing in the Act, or in the rules framed thereunder, in any way 
to suggest that the jurisdiction of the City Court was in any way altered 
or affected. By the County Courts Amendment Act procedure by way of 
default summons was first given to the county courts and the City courts. 
By section 35 of that Act it was enacted that ‘‘the rules and orders in 
force for the time being for regulating the practice of and costs in the 
county courts and forms of proceedings therein, shall be in force in the 
City of London Court, to the exclusion of any rules and orders now in 
force in that court,’’ and soon. Here I find a recognition of the City of 
London Court and, as it seems to me, its jurisdiction as granted by the 
Act of 1852. There is nothing in the rules or forms inconsistent with such 
jurisdiction ; but, what is more, I find that, by section 23 of the Act of 
1867, five of the sections of the Act of 1852—namely, sections 118 to 122 
inclusive—are expressly repealed, leaving wholly untouched section 39, 
which gave the extended jurisdiction to the court. There can, I appre- 
hend, be no doubt that, up to this date at any rate, the City of London 
Court retained its jurisdiction unimpaired. The Act of 1875 further dealt 
with default summons, and left the matters of jurisdiction untouched. 
now come to the Act of 1888, and it was upon that that counsel mainly 
relied on behalf of the applicant. He said that section 185 was the section 
which now regulated the procedure of the City of London Court; that this sec- 
tion provided that ‘‘ the rules and orders in force for the time being for regu- 
lating the practice of and costs in county courts and forms of i 
therein, shall be in force in the City of London Court, to the exclusion of 
any other rules or orders’’; that section 74 only applied to defendants 
dwelling or carrying on business within the juri ion of the county 
courts, and that the rules and forms—namely, rule 9 of order 5 and form 
15, and rule 10 of order 5 and form 14—were ne 
dwelling or carrying on business within the j i , and were wholly 
inapplicable to a defendant who only had wy rey therein, and con- 
sequently as by section 185 these rules to the usion of all others were 
those now in force in the City of London Court, it must be taken that the 
court had no longer any jurisdiction to proceed i a defendant who 
only had or had had employment within the City, and that the part of sec- 
tion 39 of the Act of 1852 at any rate which gave jurisdiction over defend- 
ants employed within the City must be held by implication to be repealed. 
The answer of the Attorney-General is conclusive. He first pointed out 
that section 185 of the Act of 1888 is all but identical with section 35 
in the Act of 1867. He next pointed out that section 185 of the Act 
of 1888 in terms recognized the Act of 1852 as existing. There is in my 
judgment no foundation for the suggestion that the jurisdiction of the 
City of London Court granted by the Act of 1852 has been repealed by 
implication. Mr. Scott referred to the case of Blades v. Lawrence (L. R. 9 








Q. B. 375) as shewing that the City of London Court was now identical 
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with the county courts as to jurisdiction. In my judgment it in no way 
touches the point of the jurisdiction of the City of London Court, and all 
that case decided or was intended to decide was that the judge of that 
court was to be proceeded against by rule and not by mandamus, since 
that was the procedure applicable to county courts. In my judgment 
this application must be refused. Granruam, J., delivered a written 
judgment to the same effect. Application refused.—Covnset, C. C. Scott ; 
Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., Danckwert:, Rubie. Sotsctrors, Judge § Priestly ; 
The City Solicitor. 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re CHEESMAN—C. A. No. 2, 22nd April. 


Soricrror axp Curent—Costs—TaxaTion Arter Payment—“‘ Specrat Crr- 
cuMSTANCES ’’—PaymMent “‘ unpER Prorest”’—Drscretion or JupGE—6 
& 7 Vicr. c. 73, ss. 37, 38, 41. 

This was an appeal by a solicitor against an order made by Kekewich, 
J., for the taxation of some bills of costs delivered by him, as solicitor for a 
ee: to the solicitor of the mortgagor, who was in Australia. The 
bills been paid, and the application for taxation was made on the 
ground of pressure and other ‘‘ special circumstances.”” The mortgaged 
property was, in October, 1890, put up for sale by the mortgagor, and was 
sold. e 6th of November was fxed by the conditions of sale as the day 
for the completion of the purchase. The mortgagee’s solicitor was aware 
of this fact. On the 24th of November he delivered to the mortgagor’s 
solicitors a bill of costs amounting to £45, and on the 18th of December a 
further bill amounting to £3 16s. At that time the purchaser was pres- 
sing for completion, and had threatened to commence an action for specific 
performance. On the 23rd of December, when a meeting of the parties 
took place for the completion of the purchase (the mortgagor’s solicitor 
acting as his agent for that purpose), the mortgagee’s solicitor agreed 
to t £42 in discharge of his bills, and that sum was accordingly paid 
to him by the mortgagor’s solicitor. But the payment was expressly paid 
‘* under protest,’’ and this was stated in the receipt given by the solicitor. 
In January, 1891, a summons for the taxation of the bills was taken out 
on behalf of the mortgagor, and Kekewich, J., made the order. 

Tue Court (Lixpiex, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Linoiey, L.J., said that Kekewich, J., had based his decision to some ex- 
tent on the ground that the payment had been made “ under protest.” 
His lordship agreed that, in order to justify an order for taxation of a bill 
after payment at the instance of a third party under section 38 of the Act, 
there must be special circumstances, just as if the application were made 
under section 37. This was decided by the Lords Justices in Re Dickson (8 
D. M. & G. 655). The court must, therefore, see whether there were 
special circumstances in the present case. In the recent case, Re Norman 
(16 Q. B. D. 673), the Court of Appeal had considered the principle on 
which the question of ‘‘special circumstances’’ should be discussed, 

they had succeeded in getting out of the narrow groove into 
which the Court of Chancery had fallen. They laid it down that 
each case must depend on its own circumstances, and that it would 
not be right to substitute for the standard fixed by the Legislature 
any other standard. In this view his lordship entirely agreed. No 
doubt in the present case the bills were paid ‘‘under protest,’’ what- 
ever that might mean. Llis lordship was not prepared to say that those 
words meant nothing at all. He thought they rebutted the inference that 
the person who had paid the bill was satisfied with it, and that they 
amounted to this, ‘‘ I will tax the bill if I can.’’ But his lordship thought 
the words went no further than that. They did not confer a right to tax 
the bill. Having regard to the facts that the payment was made under 
test, that the mortgagor was abroad, and that the matter was pressing, 

Kekewic ich, J., thought that the bills ought to be taxed. The Lord Justice was 

not satisfied that he should have come to the same conclusion, but he was 

not to differ. And this consideration weighed with him much, 
that the amount of the bills was but small, and that it would afford a very 

bad example to encourage an appeal in such a case. Bowen, L.J., 

doubted w: he should have ordered the bills to be taxed. But it was 

by another thing to differ from the decision of a judge who was clothed 





the Act with a peculiar discretion, the words of section 41, which pro- 
for taxation after payment, being ‘if the special circumstances of 
the case shall, in the opinion of such court or judge, appear to require the 
same.” If there were no special circumstances which could reasonably 
pong ee ye taxation, the jurisdiction to order taxation would not 
But it was difficult to say that in the present case the circumstances 
could not reasonably appear to require taxation. The matter was one in 
which the Court of Appeal ought not lightly to overrule the exercise of 
discretion by the judge of first instance. Kay, L.J., felt strongly the im- 
portance of not encouraging appeals in small matters of this kind. When 
there was some doubt whether the special circumstances were sufficient to 
justify taxation, it would be of very bad example for this court to inter- 
fere. There should be a very strong case to induce it to do so.—CownsEL, 
Everitt, Q.C., and Gaselee ; MeSwinney. Sorscrrons, Langhams ; Kingsford, 
Dorman, & Co. 


*,* For the names of solicitors in Schneider y. Edelstein (ante, p. 416) 
read Wade & Co., Bradford; Cannon & Palmer. 











On the 21st inst., in the Standing Committee of the House of Lords, the 
Evidence Bill, consolidating the law of evidence, was referred to a sub- 
committee of Lord Watson, Lord Hannen, and the Lord 
Chancellor. The Trustee Bill, consolidating the enactments relating to 
trustees, was referred to a sub-committee consisting of the Lord Chancellor, 
Lord Herschel, and Lord Macnaghten, 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


April 13—Mr. Common in the chair.—Mr. Montmorency moved “‘ That 
in the opinion of this House a reform of the poor laws and a system of 
State pensions will go far to solve the social problem.” Mr. Sinclair Cox 
opposed the motion. Messrs. Mallam, Herbert Smith, and Salaman 
spoke. Mr. Alfred Thomas, M.P., then addressed the House, and gave 
the particulars of the Bill introduced by him into Parliament. Messrs. 
F. B. Moyle, J. L. V. 8S. Williams, H. W. Marcus, and B. Hawkins also 
spoke. Mr. Montmorency replied, and « vote was taken, the motion 
being lost. 

April 20—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair.—Mr. Moyle moved ‘ That 
in view of the recent disclosures as to the nature of the trust deed of the 
Salvation Army, General Booth’s scheme is unworthy of any further sup- 
port.”’ Mr. J. R. Atkin opposed. The debate was continued by Messrs. 
E. F. Spence, J. L. V. 8S. Williams, Arthur Gilbert, Davis (visitor), G. D. 
Elliman, G. Washington Fox, D. T. Tudor, H. W. Marcus, L. W. 
Browne, and C. H. Le Maistre. The opener replied, and the motion was 
put to the House, and was carried by one vote. On Monday next the 
decision of Mr. Bompas, Q.C., Recorder of Plymouth, upon the legality 
of combination with the object of inducing strikes will be discussed. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORDER OF COURT. 


Monday, the 20th day of April, 1891. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Kekewich, and 
Mr. Justice Romer respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes 
assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, 
and Mr. Justice Kekewich should for the purpose only of hearing or of 
trial be transferred to Mr. Justice Romer; now I, the Right Honourable 
Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do herby order that the several causes and matters set forth in the 
schedules hereto be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich 
to Mr. Justice Romer, for the purpose only of hearing or of trial and be 
marked in the cause books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up 
by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division 
of the High Court of Justice. 

FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Currry. 

George v Greener 1890 G 1,982 Dec 16, 1890 
Beecham v Thompson 1890 B 3,346 Dec 18 
Gunnell vy Woods 1890 G 707 Dec 20 
Brear v Hirst 1890 B 4,083 Dec 20 
Bliss v Hart & Levy 1890 B 3,260 Dec 22 


Cleworth v The National Provident Institution 1889 C 2,554 Dee 24. 
Aston v. Grazebrook 1889 A 563 Jan 7, 1891 

Re G. Freeland, dec. Freeland v Freeland 1890 F 1,082 Jan9 
Hamerton v Bex 1890 H 3,346 Jan 12 

Jackson, Clayton & Cov Baker 1890 J 462 Jan 12 

Copping v Gilmore 1890 C 2,129 Jan i2 

Thomas v Gillard 1890 T 964 Jan 14 

Wood v Dunn against Deft Dunn only 1890 W 774 Jan 19 

Howard vy Goode 1890 (Birmingham Dk) H 2,144 Jan 20 

Savage v Jessup 1890 S 2,083 Jan 20 

Thornton v The Union Discount Co of Londonld 1890 8S 1,861 Jan 29 
Wintle v Oldridge 1890 W 2,532 Jan 31 

Ogilvie v The Blything Union Rural Sanitary Authority 1890 O 1,338 


Jan 31 
Barker v Pybis 1890 B 2,811 Jan 31 
Eastwood & Cov Craig 1890 E 1,193 Feb 2 
SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Nortu. 
Re Bliss Bliss v Bliss 1889 B 2,568 Oct 31, 1890 
Automatic Weighing Machine Co, 1d v The National Exhibitors Assoc, ld 
1890 A 826 Nov3 
Jensen v Hilder 1890 J 527 Nové 
Booty v Goodwin 1890 B 1,764 Nov 12 
Lincoln Brick Co, ld v Handley 1890 L 1,349 Nov 14 
Oldham v Metherell 1890 O 1,077 Nov 14 
Wilson v The Queen’s Club,ld 1890 W 3,016 Novl17 
Alliance Pure White Lead Syndicate v MclIvor’s Paterrts, 1d 
931 Nov17 
Morris, Wilson, & Co v Coventry Machinists’ Co, 1d Re Morris, Wilson & 
Co Mtn 1890 M 908 Nov 18 
Viney v Lewis 1889 V 809 Nov 18 


1890 A 


Tims v Schell Shell v Cutler 1890 T 306 Nov 18 

Thesiger v York 1890 T 1,451 Nov 21 

Lloyd v Clingo 1890 L 1,879 Nov 25 

Belsey v Brooks 1890 B 2,190 Nov 28 

Westinghouse Brake Co, ld v Williamson 18909 W_ 1,373 Nov 29 


Norton v Burr 1890 N 313 Dec 2 
T & W Smith v Bullivant 1890 S 812 Dec 2 
Brett v Bowles 1890 B 899 Dec 11 
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Beaumont v Provident Assurance Co, ld 1889 B. 3,452 Dec 11 
Ward v Langdon 1889 W 912 Dec17 
Faull v Harding 1890 F 57 Dec 24 
Re Stevens Stevens v Stubbingdon 1890 S 3,287 Dec 24 
Re J Cooper Cooper v Cooper 1890 C 2,401 Dec 30 
Byers v Grey 1890 B 2,802 Jan 5, 1891 
Laurence v Edge 1890 L- 1,184 Jan5 
Bolton v The Natal Land and Colonization Co,1ld 1886 B 2,055 Jan 14 
Webb v Harden 1890 W 3,501 Jan 16 
Kennedy v Smith 1890 K 742 Jan17 
Fairfax v Lyons & Co,ld 1890 F 1,260 Jan 19 
Robinson v The Trust and Investment Corporation of South Africa, ld 1890 
R 1,537 Jan 20 
THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Srim.inc. 
Re Park Cole v Park Parkv Cole 1887 P 1,073 July 31, 1890 
Coombs v Wilks 1890 C 999 Aug 2 
Lloyds’ Bank, ld v Keen 1890 L 367 Aug 2 
Re Casey’s Trade Marks and Patents, Designs, &c, Acts 
Stewart v Casey 1890 S 2,609 Oct 30 
Duke of Sutherland v Heathcote 1890 S 980 Aug5 
Heathcote v Blair 1890 H 1,335 July 21 
Jones v The Merionethshire Permt Benefit Bldg Soc 1890 J 158 Aug7 
Froude v Wilberforce 1890 F 1,081 Aug9 


motn Aug 4 


Western Counties Ry Co v Anderson & Co 1888 W 2,151 
Adney v Adney 1890 A 8140 Augl4 

Vernall v Reed 1890 V 326 Sept5 

Cunliffe v Bellite Explosives, 1d 1889 C 1,166 Oct 9 


Farbenfabriken Verm Fried Bayer & Co v Bowker 1890 F 634 Oct 24 
Hampton v Davis 1890 H 1,884 Oct 28 


Wrenstead v Eede 1890 W_ 1,578 Oct 31 


Wagner v Costerlitz 1890 W 417 Oct 31 

Jones v Wemyss 1890 J 26 (Aberyswith DR) Nov 3 
Lewis v Oldroyd 1889 L 935 Nov 8 

Lloyd v Fox 1889 L 1,861 Novs8s 

Re Heywood Heywoolv Heywood 1890 H 1,157 Noy 12 
Williams v Gregory 1890 W_ 1,537 Nov 20 

Re Carruthers Talbot v Carruthers 1887 C 4,565 Nov 24 


Simeon v The Freshwater, Yarmouth, and Newport Ry Co 1890 8S 1,96€1 
Nov 25 

Wroath v Coathupe 1890 W 2,320 Nov 25 

The Bank of British North America v Anderson & Co 
Nov 25 

Young v Harris 1889 Y 895 Nov27 ° 

Twyerould v The Chamber Colly Co,1ld 1890 T 

Render v Macpherson 1890 R 96 Dec 2 

Radway v 'Titmas 1890 R 1,248 Dec6 


FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexkewicu. 


Bellite Explosive ld v The Bellite Cold 1890 B_ 1,835 
Brandon v Visct Bury 1887 B 970 Nov Il 

Godfrey vy Walker 1889 G 1,463 Nov 14 
Denney v Frisby 1890 D 896 Nov 18 
Alcock v Smith 1890 A 572 Nov 20 
Dawson v Church Church v Dawson 1889 
Re Parker Lowe v Parker Parker v Lowe 
Nicol v Charsley 1890 N 1,270 Nov 26 
Horwood v Wilkins 1890 H 557 Nov 27 
Leach y Gough Gough v Hayward 1890 L 
Munns v Howard 1890 M 1,474 Decl 
Benson v D’Arcy 1890 B 2,570 Dec 2 

Re C. J. Kinahan & Trade Mark 14,636, & Trade Marks &e Act 


1890 B 2,081 


614 Decl 


Nov 4, 1890 


D 1,990 Nov 24 


1890 P 1,233 Nov 21 


1,434 Nov 27 


Motion 


Aug 11__}_ Vine 


Farbenfabriken Verm Fried Bayer & Co & ors v 
Bowker 

Hampton v Davis 

Re Bliss Bliss v Bliss 

Wrensted v Eede 

Wagner v Costerlitz Big 

Automatic Weighing Machine Co, ld v The National 
Exhibitors’ Assocn, ld 

Jones v Wemyss 

Bellite Explosive, 1d v The Bellite Co, ld 

Jensen v Hilder 

Lewis v Oldroyd 

Lloyd v Fox 

Brandon v Viscount Bury 

Booty v Goodwin 

Re Heywood Heywood v Heywood 

Lincoln Brick Co, ld v Handley 

Oldham v Metherell 

Godfrey v Walker 

Wilson v The Queen’s Club, Id 

Alliance Pure White Lead Syndicate v MeclIvor’s 
Patents, ld 

Morris, Wilson, & Co v Coventry Machinists’ Co, ld 
Re Morris, Wilson, & Co motn to come on with 
action, by order dated June 20, 1890 

v Lewis 
ims V e€ hell v Cutler 

Denney v Frisby 

Williams v Gregory 

Alcock v Smith 

Thesiger v York 

Re Parker Lowe v Parker Parker v Lowe 

Re Carruthers Talbot v Carruthers 

Dawson v Church Church v Dawson 

Lloyd v Clingo motn to be entered in the wits list 
by order dated Oct. 31, 1890 

Simeon v Freshwater, Yarmouth, & Newport Ry Co 

Wroath v Coathupe 

Bank of British North America v Anderson & Co 

Nicol v Charsley 

Young v Harris 

Horwood v Milkins 

Leach v Gough Gough v Hayward 

Belsey v Brooks 

Westinghouse Brake Co, ld v Williamson 

Twyerould v The Chamber Colliery Co, 1d 

Munns v Howard 

Norton v Burr 

T & W Smith v Bullivant & ors 

Render v Macpherson 

Benson v D’Arcy 

Re C J Kinahan’s Trade-Mark 

Radway v Titmas 

Coulson v Lock 


——___} Brett v Bowles 


Beaumont v Provident Assurance Co, Id 


The Savoy Publishing Co, ld (in liquidn) v O'Reilly 


Bendall v Alexander, Daniel Selfe, & Co 
Duncan v Baird 

Wood v Lamplough 

George v Greener 

Ward v Langdon 

Beecham v Thompson 

I’Anson v Turner 

Lewis v Ellis 

Gunnell vy Woods 





Dec 5 

Coulson v Lock 1890 C 2,636 Dec 6 

T . Savoy Publishing Co ld in Liquidation v O'Reilly 
Yee 11 

Bendall v Alexander Daniel Selfe & Co 1890 B 1,454 Dec 13 

Duncan v Baird 1890 D 1,344 Dec 13 

Wood v Lamplough 1888 W 2,171 Dec 13 

T’Anson vy Turner 1890 J 1,078 Dec 18 

1890 L 1,757 Dee 18 


1890 § 1,781 


Lewis v Ellis 
Hatssvry, C. 





The following list shews the transferred actions in the order in which 
they are set down to be heard :— 
Re Park Cole v Park Park vy Cole Claimof Miss §S 
M. J. Smith against the testator's estate Set 
down in wits list by order dated Noy. 1, 1889 


July 31, 1890 


Ame, 3,. 2 
Ps 2, » 
AS. “eee 
Oct. 30, ,, 
Aug. 5, ,, 
July 21, .,, 
pa ee 


Lloyds’ Bank, ld v Keen 

Re Casey’s Trade-Mark & Patents, Designs, &c, Act 
Stewart v Casey 

Duke of Sutherland v Heathcote 

Heathcote v Blair 

Jones y The Merionethshire Permt Benefit Bldg Soc 


LEELATFRLOLARR 


Froude vy Wilberforce * + as 
Western Counties Ry Co v Anderson & Co & ors » Il, a 
Adney v Adney oe Th, » 
Vernall v Ree Sept. 5, 
Cunliffe v Bellite Explosives, ld Oct. 9 


v Hirst * 
Bliss v Hart & Levy 
Cleworth v National Provident Institution & ors 
Faull v Harding 
Re Stevens Stevens v Stebbington 
Re J Cooper Cooper v Cooper 
Byers v Grey 
Aston v Grazebrook 
Laurence v Edge 
Re G Freeland Freeland v Freeland 
Hamerton v Bex 
Jackson, Clayton, & Co v Baker 
Copping v Gilmore 
Thomas v Gillard 
Bolton v The Natal Land & Colonization Co, 1d 
Webb v Harden 
Kennedy v Smith 
Wood v Dunn 
Fairfax v J Lyons & Co, Id 
Howard v Goode 
Savage v Jessup , 
Robinson v The Trust and Investment Corporation 
of South Africa, ld 
Thornton v Union Discount Co of London 
Wintle v Oldridge : 
Ogilvie v Blything Union Sanitary Authority 
Barker v Pybus 
* Eastwood & Co, ld v Craig 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Coryeuivs Law, solicitor, of Manchester, has been appointed a 
‘Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Law was admitted a solicitor in December, 
1883. 


Mr. Francts Brarruwarre Larpxer, solicitor, of Darlington, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Laidler was admitted a solicitor 
in May, 1881. 

“Mr. Joun Martyn Mernits, solicitor (of the firm of Merrils & Son), of 
Cardiff, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Merrils was 
admitted a solicitor in November, 1878. 


Mr. Cuartes Wa. Manrsuatt, solicitor (of the firm of Heeley & Marshall), 
of Holmfirth; has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Mar- 
shall was admitted a solicitor in September, 1884. 


Mr. Heyry Artucr May, solicitor, of Wolverhampton, has_ been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. May was admitted a solicitor 
in November, 1884. 


Mr. Wa. Lanpspown Goipsworrtuy, solicitor, of 16, Furnival’s-inn, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Goldsworthy 
was admitted a solicitor in January, 1884. 


Mr. Ernest Howanp, solicitor (of the firm of Howard & Atherton), of 
Suffolk House, Laurence Pountney-hill, Cannon-street, City, has been 
—. a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Howard was admitted a solicitor 
in July, 1882. 

Mr. Epwarp Ho t.tsueap, solicitor, of Tunstall, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hollinshead was admitted a solicitor in 
February, 1885. 


Mr. Tuos. Wurre Hotpicu, solicitor, of Hull, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Holdich was admitted a solicitor in Novem- 
ber, 1884. He is a notary. 


Mr. Epwix Howarp Jaaves, solicitor (of the firm of Edwin Jaques & 
Son), of Birmingham, has becn appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Jaques was admitted a solicitor in July, 1883. 


Mr. James Henry Kean, solicitor (of the firm of Barker & Kean), of 
Fleetwood, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Kean was 
admitted a solicitor in April, 1885. He is clerk to the school board. 


Mr. Juuran Trecenna Bipputrn Arnoxp, solicitor (of the firm of 
Keighley, Arnold, & Higgs), of 8, Old Jewry, E.C., has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Arnold was admitted a solicitor in 
December, 1882. 

Mr. Henry Hoxexwoop Arxinson-Grimsuaw, solicitor, of Petersfield, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Atkinson-Grimshaw 
was admitted a solicitor in June, 1884. 


Mr. Cuartes Epwarp Bonner, B.A., solicitor (of the firm of Bonner, 
Calthrop, & Bonner), of Spalding, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Bonner was admitted a solicitor in January, 1885. 


Mr. Gzorce Broxakez, solicitor, of Wellington, Salop, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bidlake was admitted a solicitor in 
November, 1884, after having passed the Final Examination with honours. 
He is deputy-coroner for Bradford South and Bremstree, Shifnal Division 
of the County of Salop. 


Mr. Jonn Witu1am Borsrorp, M.A. Oxon., solicitor (of the firm of 
Botsford & King), of March, Isle of Ely, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Botsford was admitted a solicitor in July, 1883. 


Mr. Water Treve.yan Crank, solicitor (of the firm of Clark & Smith), 
of Malmesbury, has been appointed a Commissioner for Uaths. Mr. Clark 
was admitted a solicitor in February, 1889. 

Mr. Hersert Comiys, solicitor, of 3 and 4, Great Winchester-street, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Comins was 
admitted a solicitor in July, 1884. 

Mr. Axcutmatp Eanre Cox.ins, solicitor (of the firm of Collins & Collins), 
of 37, King William-street, City, has been appointed a Commussioner for 





Oaths. . Collins was admitted a solicitor in August, 1884. 


Mr. Ernest Sypvex Covtson, solicitor, of 26, Leadenhall-street, City, | 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Coulson was admitted 
2 solicitor in December, 1880. 


_ Mr. Davip Davies, solicitor, of Bala, has been appointed a Commis- | 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Davies was admitted a solicitor in November, 1883. 


Mr. Artuvr Sornenon Estcovet, LL.B. Camb., solicitor, of Newport, 
Isle of Wight, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Estcourt was admitted a solicitor in February, 1879. He is clerk of the | 
peace for the Isle of Wight, clerk to the county council, town clerk, and | 
clerk to the urban sanitary authority. 


Mr. Exxest Wii11am Gover, solicitor (of the firm of Henry Gover & 
Son), of 3, Adelaide-place, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for | 
Oaths. Mr. Gover was admitted a solicitor in November, 1880. 


Mr. Cuantes Henny Ginson, solicitor, of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, has been 
a ted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Gibson was admitted a solicitor 
in ember, 1883. 

Mr. Rocer Antruve Gaxrstpe, solicitor, of Manchester, has been ap- 


ye a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Gartside was admitted a solicitor 
m January, 1876. 


Mr. Cuartes Lampert Rotuera, solicitor (of the firm of Rothera & 
Sons), has been appointed Borough Coroner for Nottingham. Mr. Rothera 
was admitted a solicitor in 1875, and is a graduate of the London Univer- 
sity and member of the Nottingham School Board. 


Mr. Danret Henry Lament, solicitor, of 4, New-inn, London, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. Wriu1am Joseru Fraser, solicitor, of 2, Soho-square, has been 
elected for the seventh time Chairman of the Board of Guardians of the 
Westminster Union, which comprises the parishes of St. James, Piccadilly, 
and St. Anne, Soho. 

Sir James Frrzsames Steruen, K.C.S.I1., has been created a Baronet. 

Mr. Tuomas Cotritrts GranGer, barrister, has been appointed Judge of 
the County Courts of the Cornwall Circuit, No. 59. Mr. Granger is the 
son of the late Mr. Granger, M P. He was called to the bar in 1874, and 
has practised on the North-Eastern Circuit. 

Mr. J. H. Batrour Browne, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of the 
Honourable Society of the Middle Temple, in succession to the late Sir 
Francis Roxburgh. 





GENERAL. 


The Daily News says that among the guests who have accepted invitations 
to the conversazione and ball at the Law Institution on Wednesday are 
the Lord Chancellor and Lady Halsbury, the Lord Chief Justice and Lady 
Coleridge, Lord and Lady Esher, Lord and Lady Herschell, the Solicitor- 
General and Lady Clarke, Lord Macnaghten, the Lord Mayor and the 
Lady Mayoress, and Sir Horace and Lady Davey. 


In the House of Commons on the 21st inst. Mr. Atherley-Jones gave 
notice that on an early day he should move—‘‘ That a humble address be 
presented to her Majesty praying her to appoint a Royal Commission for 
the purpose of inquiring how far the Judicature Acts have contributed to 
the more speedy, efficient, and economic administration of justice, and in 
what respects amendment thereof is desirable.’’ 


The Daily Telegraph says that a man named Hedge, of Croxley-green, 
was brought before the Watford magistrates on Tuesday under the follow- 
ing circumstances: Hedge’s wife, it was alleged, misapplied certain money 
that he had gave her from time to time to pay the rent, and he, discover - 
ing this, became incensed and abused her. Thereupon the woman left her 
husband and went to her mother’s house. Thither Hedge followed her, 
and demanded that she should be given up to him. Being refused, he 
burst open the door, and threatened both his wife and his mother-in-law 
with violence. The present proceedings were to get the husband bound 
over to keep the peace. The bench refused to bind the husband over, and 
the chairman (Mr. J. F. Watkins) remarked that, with all due respect to 
the decision in the Clitheroe case in the Court of Appeal, he thought— 
unless under circumstances of gross cruelty—a wife, especially in the case 
of a working man, who had to rely on his spouse to get his meals whil:t he 
was away earning bread for the family, had no right to leave her husband ; 
and if her mother sheltered her she did so at her own risk, as a husband 
had a perfect right to demand his wife at all times. 


The case of Sipfv. Brown, before a Queen’s Bench divisional court, on 
the 20th inst., was (says the Times), an appeal from Mr. Commissioner Kerr, 
sitting in the City of London Court. A complaint was made that no proper 
notes had been taken or furnished. Mr. Justice A. L. Smith said :— 
This action was brought to recover money alleged to have been paid owing 
to fraudulent misrepresentations. The case was remitted from the High Court 
for trial before Mr. Commissioner Kerr. From the result of that trial the 
defendants have appealed. I agree that unless the learned judge is asked 
to take a note he is not bound to do so. Here Mr. Abinger says he asked 
the judge to take a note, but was refused, and the only notes sent to the 
court now might be termed a boiled-down version of a transcription of 
some shorthand notes taken by someone in the court, and then adopted by 
Mr. Commissioner Kerr. They were very imperfect, but shewed that, after 
a very long investigation of numbers of witnesses and voluminous corre- 
spondence, the only summing up of the judge to the jury was—‘‘ Which 
do you believe—the plaintift or defendant:’’ In my judgment there -has 
been no proper trial of this case, and I think it should be tried in this 
court. Mr. Justice Grantham delivered judgment to the same effect. 
New trial ordered, by consent to be tried in the Queen’s Bench Division. 


In the House of Commons on the 16th inst. Mr. Kimber asked the 
Attorney-General whether there were nearly 500 causes, besides motions, 
petitions, &c., awaiting a hearing in the Chancery Division, and over 1,500 
in the Queen’s Bench Division, which, at the present rate of progress, and 
with all the judges working hard, would take more than twelve months to 
try, irrespective of new causes; and whether, and when, the Government 
proposed to appoint additional judges to overcome the very serious damage 
which the delay was inflicting on a large number of her Majesty’s suitors 
for justice. The Attorney-General said :—In answer to the question of the 
hon. member, I have to state that I believe that the statements of fact 


| contained in the first paragraph of his question are substantially correct. 


With regard to the question of the yuna of an additional judge, I 
may say that the matter is receiving the careful attention of her Majesty’s 
Government. It is not possible, however, for me to make any statement 
with regard to the latter part of the hon. member’s question. Mr. H. 
Fowler asked the Attorney-General whether it wasthe fact thatin the Queen’s 
Bench Division Courts two judges were constantly sitting for deciding 
questions of no greater importance than those which were decided in the 
Chancery Division by one judge ; and whether, having regard to the waste 
of judicial time involved in the present arrangements for the administra- 
tion of justice in London and at the assizes, to the accumulation of arrears 
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arising from the long periods during which the courts were not sitting, 
and to the dissatisfaction which existed with respect to the increased cost 
and delay caused by the working of the Judicature Acts, the Government 
would institute an inquiry, either by a Royal Commission or by a select 
committee, either of this or the other House, to inquire into and report on 
the whole question. The Attorney-General: In answer to the question of 
the right hon. gentleman I have to say that the first paragraph raises a 
point which was considerably discussed last year upon the occasion of the 
passing of the Bill of the hon. and learned member for Inverness, and that 
there is a great difference of opinion as to whether more than one judge 
should sit in courts in Banc. There are certainly many cases that come 
before Divisional Courts of the Queen’s Bench Division which require the 
attention of two judges. The latter part of the question of the right hon. 
gentleman should be addressed to my right hon. friend the First Lord of 
the Treasury. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Recistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 








Date AppeAL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
, No. 2. Cuitry. Nortn. 
Monday, April Mr. Clowes Mr. Carringten Mr. Farmer 
ea Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Wednesday Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Thursday Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Friday, May Clowes Carrington Farmer 
SEE? "sacrgharetvsincsnecdessi Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Me. Justice 
Srixvine. KeExkewicu. Romer. 
Monday, April ............. 2 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Beal Mr. Leach 
MII ap sivsicosocrnceats Ward Pugh Godfrey 
Wednesday ‘ Pemberton Beal Leach 
BIE vcscvscscevseecs wf Ward Pugh Godfrey 
Friday, May.. ree Pemberton Beal Leach 
SE ooo s notes Stcaiguredierie , Ward Pugh Godfrey 


WARNING To inTENDING House Purcnasers & Egveamt —Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, —— posite Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cilices, &c.—{ Apvt.] 


Rents collected and distraints levied to recover same by Messrs. Henry C. Woop 
(surveyor to the parish of Tooting) and Heyry Kirsy—Woop & Kirsy—Certificated 
brokers, 1, Great James-street, Bedford-row, W.C. No charges made to landlords if 
rent over £20. Troublesome tenants got rid of. Possession also taken under Bills of 
Sale, Mortgages, &c. Bailiffs to the parish of St. Dunstan-in-the-West and City of 
London (Farringdon Ward). Money paid over same day received. Bankers, City Bank, 
Holborn-viaduct. References, if desired, to clients of many years’ standing ; personal 
and prompt attention.—[Apvr. 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, April 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuwitep iy CHANCERY. 

Beauty AnD Fastioyx Pustisuixe Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 15, 
directed to be heard on Saturday, April 25. Mitchell, Cannon st, tner's solor. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
April 24 

Caress Co-operative Srores, L:'mrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 9, 
directed to be heard on April 25. Donaldson, Bedford row; solor for petner. N otice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
April 24 

Deas Ga..ery, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 11, directed to be heard 
before North, J, on Saturday, April 25. Nunn & Popham, Leadenhall st, solors for 
petnerg, 

Evecrricat Excineerine Corvoratioy, Limireo—Petn for winding ae presented April 
13, directed to be heard before Kekewich, J, on April 25. Rhodes & Co, Chancery lane, 
agents for Rhodes & Evans, Halifax, solors ‘for petner. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 24 

Hinge Waist Corset Co, Liarrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 16, directed to 
be heard before Chitty, J, on April 25. Mills, C ‘hancery ane, solor for petner. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
April 24 

= InpustRiAL Co-opzerative Society, Limairzp—Creditors are requested, on or 
before June 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr Eden Jesse Hall, 1, Huxley rd, Leyton. Freeman, Chancery lane, solor 
for liquidator 

Norru-WeEstern AnD Mroianp Districr Auxitiary Raitways Co, Limirepn—Kekewich, 
J, has, by an order dated March 24, appointed Augustus Edwin Hibberd, 17, King’s 
Arms yard, to be official liquidator 

Sreamsurpe ‘* Toanemore,”’ Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Milligan, 18, Water st, Liverpool 

Tuomuas Onion & Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 2, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr ‘Charles Richards. 
Cobden chmbrs, Corporation st, Birmin; inn, Birmingham, solor for liquidator 

Wiiiiam Watson & Sons, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Algernon 
Osmond Miles, 28, King st, Cheapside. Bannister, ll st, solor for liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Courr Boiv Famity Frienpiy Society, North Field Inn, Barkisland, York. April 9 
London Gazette—Turspay, April 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHANCERY. 
Canpire anp Swassea Smoke cuss Steam Coat Co, poe a p—Creditors are required, on or 


before June 5, to send their names an , and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Paget Peploe Mosley and William Thomas, 341, Great St Helen’s. Soames & 
Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for liquidators 
Crayteicn Creamery Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before mee 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Prideaux & 
Co, 48, Lincoln’s inn fields 
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po neal to be heard on May 2. 
ors for petners. Notice of must reach Pe won ae eel ed 
o’clock in the afternoon of Ma: 
New Cawnapiay Crown Lanps Synpicate, Limiren—Chitty, 2 am) ran order dated 
March 12, appointed Richard Warner, 29, New Bridge st, to be uidator. Credi- 
mene ewney walle ang he their names ws ys 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Thursday, June 18, at 12, is appointed 
for h and adjudicati: rredibare the debts and claims 
Ovaares & ox & Uo, =< itors are required, on or before ag 2. te 31, to send their names 
particulars of their debts or claims, to William Alfred Stone, 90, 
Ru ag <a & Co, Luurreo—Petn for winding up, poe .% 18, m= wages: to 
be heard on Saturday, May 2. Clulow & Gould, Gracechurch a. peels eae 
fe ge | we oe iF reach the above-named not later than 6 o’cloc the after- 
noon 
Pega, * nd Ciock SynpicaTE reeiee Patents), ag ape are reo 
debts pony king by bat iabes E Bull, 65, oS Walling st, at 
ebts or 
SweEDIsu AND Norweaian Raitway Car Te st Co, (See toolben ae are pn nay on on 
or before May 21, to send their names and and the 
or claims, to eric John Young, 41, Coleman st. — June 4, mys 12, v- ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 








Ck“£DITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, April 10. 
Bacoy, Jouy Fraycis, Chatham, Kent, Baker. May 6. Hills, Margate 
Ba.pvock, Louisa, Reading. May1. Slade, Wallingford, Berks 
Bass, jiagenen Pickrorp, Sandbach, Chester, Gent. May 23. Bygett & Sons, Sand- 
Bixcu, Joun Wriiiam, Queen Victoria st. May 12. Mount & Son, Gracechurch st 
Cesengn, | Saves. Tollington park, Hornsey rd, Esq. May 14. Helder & Roberts, 
Veru Gray’s inn 
Boyes, serlny orton, Yorks, Gent. May 9. H. W. & R. Pearson, Malton 
Bransoy, Jang, Kew, Surrey. May 9. Miller & Co, Copthall ct 
Brier_ey, MarGaret, Ramsbottom, Lancs. May 15. Wild, Ramsbottom 
Cornick, Ricnarp, Allington, Dorset, Gent. June1. Symonds & Sons, Dorchester 
Curr.iy, Jouy, Belton, Leics, Grocer. May 18. Toone & Bartlett, Loughborough 
Curusert, Georcr, York, Gent. May 23. Crumbie, York; Dent, York 
Day, Wiii1am, Manchester, Calico Printer. May 12. Shippey & Jordan, Manchester 


Dupuy, Joux, Shad Thames, Montreal Granaries, Bermondsey wall, .Lighterman. May 
i4. Rundle & Hobrow, Portland house, Guildhall 
Durviy, Lyp1a, Threxton, Norfolk. May 11. Grigson & Robinson, Watton, 8.0. 


Fexw = iis Wessaam, Tunbridge Wells, Gent. May 25. Andrew & Cheale, Tunbridge 
e 

Garry, Jexnetra Louisa Axye, Buckden, Hunts. May1. Gatty, Doughty st 

GILBERT, Renn, Pomeroy, -Comuanter Et, Richmond rd, South Kensington. April’ 


30. Doyle, Lincoln’s inn 
—— ARABE ~ 4 Saran Darsy, Padworth House, nr Reading. May 25. Roweliffes: 
Co. ‘ord row 


Haut, Wit am, Burton Fleming, Yorks, Farmer. May 9. H W & R Pearson, Malton 
Hanrer, Wit.14m, Bury, Solicitor. May 23. Woodcock & Co, Bury 

Lean, Marrua Hoiianp, Rochdale. May 9. Jacksons & Co, Rochdale 

Leon, Anyiz, King Henry’s rd, South Hampstead. May 18. Montagu, Bucklersbury 
Levy, Exiza, Porchester ter, Paddington. May 8. Montagu, Bucklersbury 

Lanapenm, Wituiam Henny, Malmesbury, Wilts, Grocer. May 15. Lockstone, Malme:- 


ury 
Lowe, Jutta, Handsworth, Staffs. April 20. Rooke, Birmingham 
Manoy, Cuartorre Exizasern, Stratford on Avon, May 12. Toulmin & Ca, Liverpool 


Marrcanp, Cuar.es Lesyox Browstow, General, C.B., Crookham, Southampton. May 
19. Woodhouse & Co, New 7. Lincoln’ ’s inn 

McFer, Joun Henxry, Grove rd, New Southgate, Gent. May 9. Miller & Co, Copthall 
court 

McLeay, Matitpa, Tue Brook, nr Liverpool. May 18. Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 


Mitier, Mary, Swinton, Yorks. May 9. H W & R Pearson, Malton 

Mrrcue rt, Georcr Joun, Plumstead, Kent, Esq. June 12. Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch: st 
Mownracvu, James, Melton Park, nr Doncaster, Esq. May 16. Avison & Co, Liverpool 
Newmay, Jacos Repmay, Melksham, Wilts, Beer Retailer. May 16. Smith, Melksham 
Norru, Witutiam Henry, Stanley, Lancs. May 18. Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 


OprE, Fame - As Mippieros, Kingston upon Hull, Wine Merchant’s Manager. May 1. 
Jacobs & Dixon, Hull 
Ouivayt, Georcs, Bromley, Kent, Gent. May 9. Miller & Co, Copthall ert 


Patuen, ELeaxonr, Ospringe rd, Kentish Town. May 9. Miller & Co, Copthall ert 
Panrx, Hexry, Wigan, lron Merchant. May 25. Mayhew & Co, Wigan 


vane, be nut Tuomas, Abercegin, Llandegai, Carnarvon, Shipowner. May 8. Glynne 
rv 
Poxe Wem 2 PAUL, jun, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn, Solicitor. May 25. Leggatt & 
Co, Raymond bids, » Grae s inn 
Poor, Prep, Warrington, Wire Drawer. May 11. Richardson, Bradford 


Rarrces, Tuomas Sramrorp, Liverpool, Esq. May 16. Avison & Co, Liverpool 


Raixnow, a ee aye ELL, Brodrick rd, Wandsworth Common, Gent. May. Miller & 
‘op ot 
Rows, Or itttAM, Plymouth, Gent. May 12. Gidley & Son, Plymouth 


Sueruerpd, Jacos, South Shields, Master Mariner. May 21. Hindmarsh, Alnwick 

Skupprr, GeorGe, Tooley st, Soutiiwark, Mill Furnisher. May 9. Miller & Co, Copthall 
cou 

Srenninc, Mary Curip, Halsford, East Grinstead, Sussex. May 1. Stenning, Maidstone 

Srrincen, Tuomas, Macclesfield, Gent. June 2. Killmister & Pattison, Macclesfield 

Sway, Epwarpv Greorox, Rednal, Northfield, Wores, Gent. May 31. Jeffery & Co, Bir-- 


mingham 
Tanyer, Epwarp Witt, Chatham, Kent. May 9. Prall & Son, Rochester 
Tipm i Ben peones Eore HOUSE, > ann rd, Peckham, Commercial Traveller. May 9. 


Tue, . Ebwan Fusinghall, Bradford, Wholesale Produce Merchant. May ll. Beldon & 





yd, Bradford 
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Torner, Cuartes Ricuarp, Bedford Hotel, Covent Garden, Gent. May 9. Miller & Co, [ eesupee >= Jax, North Melbourne, Victoria. May 18. Wadeson & Malleson, Austiri< 


court 
WaAkeEFIELD, Tuomas, i place, Canonbury, Esq. May 9. 
Maiden , Queen 3 
Watxer, Nicnoxas, Baildon, Ycrks, Currier. June 1. Weatherhead & Son, Bingley 
Waster, as Susayxan, Lavender grove, Dalston. May 12. Valpy & Co, Lincoln's 
inn 
Way, ot age Denham, Barrister at Law. June 9. Thompson & Groom, Raymond's 
ray’s inn 
bases oun, Birmingham, Contractor to H.M.’s Postmaster-General. May 31. Jeffery 
Waicat, Wii11am, Hollington, Derbyshire, Farmer. May 16. Holland & Rigby, Ash- 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 14. 


 Batiarp, Joun a Liverpool, Tin Trunk Manufacturer. May 26. T J Smith & 


iver poo; 7 
Baryes, Aupent, Sackville st, Solicitor. May 26. Mecey & Son, Thatcham, nr Newbury, 
Br.t, Grorce Rosert, Shrewley, Hatton, Warwick, Esq. May 16. Gush & Co, Finsbury 


Bounps, Joux, Landport, Hants, Beer Retailer. May 26. King, Landport 


Brittan, Freperick, Gwynfryn Yaliesin, Cardigan, Doctor of Medicine. May 23. Ley 
& Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields - 
Buck, Resrcca, Weymouth, Dorset. May 22. Steggall & Hooper, Weymouth 


Canter, Wi.11Am, Brighton, retired Brewer. May 24. Upperton & Bacon, Brighton 
Exxis, Mary Eten, Stalmine, Lancs. May 18. Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 
Emasvuet, Hexry Joer, Friars’ place, East Acton, Esq. June 24. Wilkins, Chipping 


} 





| riars ; 
Tippetts & Sons, | Haseipex, Exizasern, Birkdale, Southport. May 2. Finch & Johnson, Preston 


Hawkiyxs, Frayx Sipvey, Berkeley sq, Bristol. April 18. Parnell, Bristol 


Hopees, Ann Mary Exizasetu, Cowley St John, Oxford. May 30. 
Weston super Mare - : 
Hovunsett, Rosert, Bridport, Dorset. June 10. Tucker, jun, Bridport 


Hvupsox, Joux, Sunderland, Master Mariner. May 13. Nesbitt, Sunderland 

Jenxxixs, Sarau, Cobham, Kent. May 11. Robinson, Strood 

Jenkins, WiL.1AM, Eglwysilan, Glam, Farmer. May 18. Leigh, Cardiff 

Kemp, Epwarp, Birkenhead Park, Chester, Gent. May 31. Greaves, Knight Rider st 
Lewis, Basen Rosert, Merthyr Tydfil, Solicitor. May 2. Catherine Lewis, Murlais villa, 


wlais 
Murr, James, Lytham, Lanes, Contractor’s Agent. June1. Earle & Co, Manchester 
Mu tins, Tuomas Lee, Queen Anne’s Mansions, Westminster, Manager of Queensland 
National Bank. May 13. Linklater & Co, Bond crt _ 
Penn, Jous Wiiu1Am, Haverfordwest, Esq. May 11. Davies & Co, Haverfordwest 
Percy, Tuomas, Buckland St Mary, Somerset, Farmer. May 6. Paull, Ilminster 
Pocxuixeros, Samvet, Newark upon Trent, Corn Buyer. May1. Perfect, Newark upon 
Trent 


Baker & Co, 


Procrer, Taomas Groner, Liverpool, Veterinary Surgeon. June 1. Mason & Grierson, 
iverpoo! 

Royps, ALBERT Hupson, Rochdale, Esq. June 1. Ormerod & Allen, Manchester 

Sarr, Josepa, Henley in Arden, Warwick, Gent. May 20. Brooks, Birmingham 








Evans, Marcaret, Rhymney, Mon. May 11. Morgan, Cardiff 
Foster. =: + i penaan Mansfield Woodhouse, Notts, Farmer. 


Gapraitn, Cuarces Wittiam Moreay, Brouncker rd, South Acton, Esq. 
Gordon & 


Dalbiac, Bedford row 


Ga.uimorE, Mary, Goostrey, Chester. May 29. Dendy & Paterson, Manchester 
May 2. 


GrorGe, Jon, Little Marylebone st, Licensed Victualler. 
ford west 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


| 


's 
May 7. Hibbert, 


May 30. ane, Lom st 


Davies & Co, Haver- 





Sxves, Ricnarp, Halifax, Newspaper Proprietor Halifax 
Pet April4 Ord April 13 

Sairn, Cxcit, Chancery lane, Middlesex, late Lieutenant 
of the Submarine Miners of the Engineer Militia High 
Court Pet March 17 Ord April 13 

Sairu, Water, Loughborough, Tailor Leicester Pet 


Baxcr, Evcar Joux, Lewes, Sussex, Tailor Lewes Tet | 
April 15 Ord April 15 April 13 Ord Apnil 13 
Auzxanper, Shoreditch, Umbrella 


Baryetr, Dawson 
Manuf: 


‘amc High Court Pet April 15 Ord 


Buiam, Jouy, 
ton on Teet Pet April 14 Pet April 14 

Criark, Tuomas Bairsy, jun, Quidhampton, Wilts, House 
Painter isbury Pet April 14 Ord April 14 

Craxtox, James, Bury St Edmunds, Fruiterer 
Edm Pet April 13 Ord April 13 

Cement, Tuomas, and Grorce 

ilmen Kingston Pet April 15 Ord 

April 15 


Cooke, Amos Hexrv, Leicester, Cigar Manufacturer 
r Pet Aprili3 Ord April 13 
Cursitt, Joux James, Marlborough, Wilts, Innkeeper 
Swindon Pet April 14 Ord April 14 
Darysrook, Hutton, Clifton with Norwood, Yorks, Farmer 
Leeds April 14 Ord April 14 


- Davis, Gzoroez, and James Lusrep, Hackney rd, Corn Mer- 


High Court Pet April 14° Ord April 14 
Davis, Witty, 8 rt, Wores, late Farmer Kidder- 
minster Pet April 10 Ord April 10 
Eartz, Gzorcr, Colvin st, Hammersmith, Lighterman 
- ae Lom Pet s aohg Ord ape 13 
WARDSON, JAMES, n, Grocer Wigan Pet April 14 
Ord April 14 gf 23 , 


i P' 
E.us, = Searborough, Boot Maker Scarborough Pet 


Ord April 14 
ons ow es sa Baker Liverpool Pet March 16 


_ Fosrer, Hesry, Aurep Foster, and Tuomas Foster, Gt 


st, Shoreditch, Timber Merchants High Court 
Pet April 13 Ord April 13 odie 


; Gogeane, Apraiam, East India rd, Poplar, Tailor High 


‘court Pet Feb 16 Ord April 10 

Grauam, Cuarres, and Jonx Grauam, Erith, Kent, Plum- 
bers Roch Pet April 13 Ord April 13 

GREENFIELD, Groacer, Love lane, Wood st, Commission 

h Court Pet March 19 Ord April 10 

‘ortslade by Sea, Sussex, Wholesale Pro- 
Brighton Pet April 13 Ord April 13 

Hearn, Frevesick Grorcr, Crabbs Cross, nr Redditch, 
late Needle Manufacturer Birmingham Pet April 14 
Ord Aj 14 

Heatox; Jonx, Horton in Craven, Yorks, 
burn Pet April13 Ord April 13 

Hotwitt, Hexry, Swansea, 
April 15 Ord April 15 

Hurst, Esxocu, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

Keyzor, Grorce Bexsamix, Hatton gdn, Holborn, Clock 
Manufacturer High Court Pet April 15 Ord 


K ng on K 
mk. Rauen, Ki upon Hull, Grocer Kin m upon 
full et Apa it Ord April’ 14 — 
Kintoy, Frank, Friday st, Ch ide, Commercial Traveller 
Court Pet April 14 rd April 14 
Mutter, Dexxis, Upton on Severn, Wores, Licensed 
Victualler W Pet April 14 Ord April 14 


Hai.t, Joux, 
vision 


farmer Black- 


late Grocer Swansea Pet 


- . ang phy a 

uscrove, Thoma ods, Agent Leeds et April 11 

Ord April 11 “4 — ee 

Penrxixs, 
Warwick April 13 Ord April 13 

Sxixer, James Wittiamu, Bor P High st, Ironmonger 
High Court Pet April 13 Ord April 13 





ey Royal Leamington Spa, Nurseryman | 





April 1: | 
Bircu, Jonx, Shrewsbury, Saddler Shrewsbury Pet April | 5 
15 Ord April 15 


kton on Tees, Sergeant of Police Stock- | Stoxe, Tuomas, late of B 


Bury St | 


SLEMENT, Kingston on | 


Sraxvorp, Georce, Etruria st, New rd, Wandsworth, 
Forage Dealer Wandsworth Pet April 14 Ord 
April 14 
TEEKSMA, JouN, Kingston upon Hull, Commission Agent 
Kingston upon Hull Pet April13 Ord April 13 


Brighton Pet March 26 Ord April 13 

Tanyxer, Tuomas Witi1am, Kinson, Dorset, Baker Poole 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

Tnomas, Ricuarp, Blaenau Festini 
Blaenau Festiniog Pet April 14 

Truman, Heyry, 
turer Nottingham Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Warxer, Tuomas, Sunderland, Coal Exporter Sunderland 
Pet April 13 Ord April 13 

Wiitiams, GeorGe Freperick, Dorset st, Pimlico, Builder 
High Court Pet March 5 Ord April 13 


, Merioneth, Miner 
rd April 14 


| The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 





| Hewert, James Sytvanus, 


lished in the London Gazette, Feb. 24. 
Assury, Cuaries, Aston juxta Birmingham, Lamp Manu- 
facturer Birmingham Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
RECEIVING ORDERS RESCINDED. 
Jenks, Wit.1AM (sep estate), Berners st, Upholsterer High 
Court Ree Ord Jan5 Rese April 14 


Woop, Tomas Arcuipatp (sep estate), Berners st, Up- | 


holsterer High Court Rec Ord Jan5 Rese April 14 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Busur, J. Wuirraker, Comeragh rd, West Kensington, | 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn | 


Gent 


April 28 at 11 
ficlds 


Cisrk, Tomas Baitey, jun, Quidhampton, Wilts, House 


Painter April 28at3 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Crowsnaw, James, Manchester, Cab Proprietor April 28 
at3 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Ceumr, Frevenick Witiiam, Westgate on Sea, Kent, 
Blacksmith May lat 10 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Can- 
terbury 

Dance, James Butter, Winchester, Miller April 29 at 2 
Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Erueriper, Wittiam, West Brighton, Solicitor’s Clerk 
April 27 at 12_ Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldngs, Brighton 

Gortos, Sauvet Roperr, Cheltenham, Caterer for Public 
Amusements April 25 at 4.15 County Court bldngs, 
Cheltenham 

Guauam, Cuarces, and Joun Grauam, Erith, Kent, Plum- 
bers April 30 at 11.30. Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

Hatstzav, James, Burnley, Jeweller May 14 at 1 Ex- 
change Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Harris, Cuances Sruart, Gt Sutton st, Clerkenwell, 
Manufacturing Silversmith April 28 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wandsworth rd, Surrey, 
Draper April 24 at 11.30 241, Railway approach, Lon- 
don Bridge 

Hices, Jutia Mary, Worthing, Schoolmistress 
at3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Ho«e, James, Gateshead, Baker April 24 at 11 
Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 


Off Res, 


| Hoop, Hense Hanley, Staffs, G April 3 at 10.5 
Moss, Wint1am Cuan.es, High rd, Kilburn, Coachbuilder | OW Rec, Newcastle 4 ha ae sacaaiaad 


Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

Jackson, Wii.iam, Leeds, Boot Maker April 27 at 11 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Janvis, Geonce, Barry rd, Lordship Jane, Dulwich, Mer- 
chant Mayiati1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Jort, Isaac B, Drapers grds, Promoter of the Automatic 
Photographic Co April 29 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 


Srroup, Fewsrer, York, Licensed Victualler. May 15. 
Treapway, Henry, Amherst rd, Hackney, Gent. May 29. Dalton & Jessett, Clement’s 
bard : 

Vince. Witt1am Bernarp, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Newspaper Editor. 


Tyndall & Co, Birmingham 4 5 
Wurreneap, Caroiixe, Gloucester. May 9. Grimes, Gloucester 


| Woo.renvey, Raueu, Thorp Royton, Lanes, Beerseller. May 12. 


ill, Sussex, Engineer | 


Radford, Nottingham, Lace Manufac- | 


Syecuinc, Wituiam, Cradley, Halesowen, Worcs, Engine Fitter. April 30. Cooksey, 
Old Hill, ff. 


Procter, Rork 


May 19. 


Mellor, Oldham 


Kuravusuaar, Henry, Copthall chmbrs, Stock Broker April 
28 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
LicurieLtp, W, Mornington rd, Leytonstone, Commercial 
Clerk April 29 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
| Maunver, Cuarves Heyry, East Stonehouse, Devon, Coal 
Merchant April 21 at 11 10, Athenzeum terce, Vly- 
mouth 
Prexpietoy, Eowix James, and James Penvieron, Liver- 
| pool, Ironfounders April 28 at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 
| st, Liverpool : 
| Perxins,-Eowarp, Royal Leamington Spa, Nurseryman 
April 27 at 12. Olf Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
| Rocers, Rosert James, Winchesterst, Pimlico, late Draper's 
—_ April 30 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 
| fie! 
| RorHer, Amy Mary, and Freperick Georce CLARK, 
Charterhouse bldgs, Hosiery Manufacturers April 30 
at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Row.ey, Henry Tuomas, Richmond pl, Russell rd, 
Holloway, Commission Agent April 29 at 2.30 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
| SuarpLes, Jonny, Livesey, Blackburn, Butcher May 6 at 
1.30 County Court house, Blackburn 
Sxves, Ricnarp, Halifax, Newspaper Proprietor April 27 
at11 Off Rec, Halifax 
Tuomas, Tuomas Curisroruer, Aberaman, Aberdare, 
Grocer April 24at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Torre, Saran Exiza, Manchester, Umbrella Manu- 
facturer April 28 at 3.15 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 
| Wuantoys, Sraniey, Liscaré, Cheshire, Plumber April 30 
at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Wuire, Atrrep GerorGce, Staincliffe, Dewsbury, Draper 
| April 24 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Witsox, Caries Epwarp, Whitchurch, Bucks, Dealer 
April 24 at 11.80 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bare, Cuances, Lisson ove, Pawnbroker’s Salesman 
High Court Pet March 25 Ord April 14 
| Bair, Jony, Stockton on Tees, Sergeant of Police 
ton on Tees Pet April 14 Ord April 14 
Buckciayxv, Cuarites Henny, Guildford, Surrey, Tobacco- 
| =. Guildford and Godalming Pet March 23 Ord 
April 14 
Cianrk, Tuomas Bartey, jun, Quidhampton, Wilts, House 
Painter Salisbury Pet April14 Ord April 14 
C.rement, Tuomas, and Grorce Ciemenr, Kingston on 
pine rg Oil Man Kingston Pet April 14 Ord 
April 15 
Cotiett, Evwarnp Cuarres, and Percy Cot.err, Chester- 
ton rd, Notting hill, Auctioneers High Court Pet 
April 8 Ord April 14 
Cooke, Amos Hwsnry, Leicester, Cigar Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet i= 13 Ord April 13 
Coxneap, Goprrry Mappoy, and Oxniver Tuomas Cop- 
ninGTox, St Helen’s place, Merchants High Court 
Pet Jan 30 Ord April 14 
Danysroox, Hurton, Clifton with Norwood, Yorks, Farmer 
Pet April 14 Ord April ™ 
Davis, Witiiam, vg sm ores, late Farmer Kid- 
derminster Pet April10 Ord April 10 
Earnie, Grorcz, Colvin st, Hammersmith, Lighterman 
High Court Pet April13 Ord April 15 
Epix, Epwarp Howsertrox, Plymouth, Surgeon East 
Stonehouse Pet April 8 Ord. April 15 


Stock- 


Epwanros, Heyry Jouy, Chariton, Grocer Greenwich 
Pet Feb 27 Ord April 14 
Exuis, Surru, Scarborough, Boot Maker Scarborough 


Pet April 14 Ord A 14 


Ester, Rosent, Queen’s rd, Peckham, Surgeon High 


Court Pet March 13 Ord April 15 
Fearuenstoxe, Aurrup, late of Bristol, Dairyman Bristol 
t Pet April 3 Ord April 11 
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Foster, Henry, Atrrep Foster, and Tromas R: 
Great Eastern st, Shoreditch, Timber Merchant ta High 
ey —_ April 13 Ord April 18 
HAM, CHARLES, ani OHN ag = Eri 
Plumbers Rochester Pet ag Mg a's ot 
Hat, Joun, Portslade by Sea, + 
vision Dealer Brighton Pet A emer Ord aed 13 
Harris, Cuartes Stuart, Great Sutton st, Clerkenwell, 
nw yoy pad Silversmith High Court Pet April i 


Heaton, Jouy, Horton in Craven ¥ ks, F = 

burn Pet A nil 19. Ord a wie 
Hiees, at Ary, Worthing, Schoolmistress Brighto: 
Pet 8 Ord April 14 —n 
Hose, i a 8 catesbend, Baker Newcastle on Tyne Pet 


. —_° 9 Ord Food nl nd 

ursT, Enocn, t Manufacturer Leicester 
La 4 April 10 Ord April 10 

Kix, Rauru, n Hull, Some Kingston 
hull ‘Pet Apalaa. Ged ae re 

Mavunver, CHARLES Bn ey Devon, Coal 

Merchant East Stonehouse Pet April7 Ord April 15 

Miter, Dennis, Upton_on Severn, Wores, Licensed 
tualler Worcester Pet April 14 Ord April 14 

Murrny, Frepericx, Landport, Grocer Portsmouth Pet 

* Jan 13 ss 

usGRovE, Tuomas, Leeds, Agent Leeds Pet April 

Ord April 11 “y ap ay 


PERKINS, Ewan, Ro gton § Nurseryman 
Warwick Pet’ Apel 13 “Onda 13 Ord re 15 es 

Rorner, Amy Mary, -“ Freperick Grorce CiarK, 
Charterhouse bldgs, Hosiery +: [ace High 
Court Pet Marchil Ord A re 

Row on oo pe ge late of Enfield High Court Pet Feb 26 


Ryorrt, te ll Bournemouth, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer Birmingham Pet Feb 14 Ord April 13 

SHARPLES, JoHN, Livese — Butcher Blackburn 
Pet March 23 Ord April 


Surru, b maar Lou; Loughboroueh, Tailor Leicester Pet 
April 10 — 

STANFORD, Meee, itruria st, New rd, Wandsworth rd. 
Surrey, Forage Dealer Wandsworth Pet April 14 


STEEKSMA, a Kingston upon Hull, Commission Agent 
. ton +e = yd ~ me ag 13, = April 13 
TONE, THOMAS, 0! Sussex, Engineer 
Brighton Pet March Onl Ap April 15  eaaeg 
=> Ricwarp, Blaenau Festiniog. em ry Miner 
laenau Festini Pet April 13 Ord April 1 
inenae Henry, ord, Notts, — nae Not- 
tingham Pet —-< is Ord April 15 
Varney, Rosert, Farnham, Surrey, —— Guildford 
and ing Pet Aprili Ord April 
Waters, Joun, Carlisle, Tobacconist Cotlisie Pet March 
24 Ord April 13 
Wass, Cartes Epwarp, Whitchurch, Bucks, Dealer 
Aylesbury Pet April10 Ord April 14 


London Gazette—Tuxspay, April 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Ase, Gzorce Henry, Tittleshall, am, Baker Nor- 
wich Pet April17 Ord April 1 

Bartey, WILii1am wapmas, E eh Leeds Pet 
April 18 piney mah 

Bartow, GrorcEe Soare Birkdale, Southport Preston 
Pet April 18 Ord April is 

Barr, James, Sesiestoun, ll Iron Turner Warring- 
ton Pet April18 Ord ine 18 

Bessant, CHARLES, Hinton St Mary, nr Sturminster New- 
Seta 18 Dorset, Baker Dorchester Pet April 16 Ord 

Brnxerr, _ aa Stoke next Guildford, Surrey, Hotel Pro- 
prietor Guildford Pet April 16 om Apri 16 

Bisu, Cuartxs, Goring, ~~ trceaeeles lacksmith Brighton 
Pet April7 Ord April 1 

Caron, Josep, Bro: ¥A Kent, Butcher Croydon Pet 
April 15 Ord April 15 

ey yt 2. ae =o, Ipswich, Chemist Ipswich 


Vic- 


April 16 
Crovcn, ness, Pendeen, St Just in Penwith, Cornwall, 
Commissioned Boatman in Coast Guard Service Truro 


Pet April 15 Ord April 18 
Davipson, Gzoree, Jarrow, Durham, Painter Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet April 17 Ord April 17 
Dean, Jonny, and Artnur Apams, Northampton, Shoe 
Manufacturers Northampton’ Pet Apnl 14 Ord 
18 


thvees, Frepericx Wi1.1AM, Folkestone, Boarding House 
Keeper Canterbury Pet April 17 Ord April 17 

Gopwix, Josnua, Great George st, Westminster, Auc- 
tioneer High Court Pet Jan23 Ord April 17 

Guy, Freperick Grorce, Swathling, Southampton, Grocer 
Southampton Pet April17 Ord April 17 

Haut, Ricnarp Barker WILLIAM, en, Solicitor 

orthampton Pet April7 Ord April 

Hanzis, H. G. perverse, © York st, Portman sq, Doctor 
Medicine High Court Pet March 11 Ord: "April 7. 

Haywarp, WAttER, Waterlooville, a, Builder Ports- 
mouth Pet April 15 Ord April 1 

Hicks, Witi1am Gerorce, Sow a Timber Merchant 
Portsmouth Pet April17 Ord — 

Horosix, Atrrep Joun, Cambri "ea Boiler Cam- 
bridge Pet age eS Oré Ap’ 

enema Joun, ngle nr Halifax, Silk Dresser Hali- 
fax Pet Aprili8 Ord Ap 

Hurcuixson, SAMUEL, ae hr Bradford, late Farmer 

Bradford Pi Pet April 16 Ord A: ~—* 
Jones, Isaac Breeze, Abertillery, -. Hotel Proprietor 
Pet April 17 Ord April 17 

KeE.uert, Frep, wyre Birstal, Yorks, oe Confec- 
tioner Bradford “Pet April i7 Ord April 17 
wis, SrepHen, New Tredegar, Mon, Grocer Tredegar 
Pet April 3 Ord April 17 

Lupiam, Cuartes ALFrep, Burton on Trent, Common 
Brewer Burton on Trent Pet April 17 Ord April 17 

Mackins Waren Cuapman, Lower Walmer, — 

Builder Canterbury Pet April 16 Ort April is 

Masow, Seats, Haswell, Durham, Blacksmi 

land April 16 Ord April 16 


Sunder- 





— Tuomas Freperick, =e 4 Oe 


MeRryYwWeaTHER, ALFRED, 7 ~ on Thames, Builder 
Kingston 17 A 17 
Mutuiis. Tuouan, Beat Geconrwiehe | Grocer Greenwich 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 
Mouwpay, Jony, and Jonny Freperick WETHERELL, Wim- 
bledons Surrey, Builders Kingston Pet April17 Ord 


Pearson, CHARLES, Surrey, Meat Carrier 
Pranson, Wintias, Nott am, Lace eacher Notting 
EARSON, WILLIAM er - 
ham’ Pet April1é O April 16 
Russert, Eminy eas! laidstone, Kent, School- 
Maidstone Aprilié Ord A) 16 


Sackvit_e, BeyxJaMiy. ps Joun Water SackviLie, 
Masten, Lanes, au Lanes, Calico Printers Salford Pet March 25 

Situ, Cuartes, Bethnal ag Manager High 
Court Pet March 24 Ord Apa 


SuttTon a. Wye, Kent, Farmer Centeteey Pet April 
17 Ord April 17 , 


Tuomas, Cuartes Epwarp, Birmingham, Mechanic Bir- 
Pet 1 Ord April 1 
Tsompson, Antuur LeonarD Stock- 
ton on ‘ees and Middlesborough Pet a 16 Ord 
PI 
Wesker, LEoroip » Laverpecl, Hotel ree mest 
wart pri 17 ¢ Ord April 17 
— 'HOMAS, 1 
Blackburn Pet April ps 17 


waa Wim, Peckett bden SF sary 
Yorks, Director + gi 
Burnl 19 Ord April o 

YEoMANS, ai, Wolverhampton, Grocer Wolverhamp- 


ton Pet April17 Ord April 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arwoop, Fraycis Witu1am, Maida vale, Kilburn, Gent 
May latil 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Be.ceer, Cuartes Epwarp *Broox House, ae Halden, 
Kent, Farmer ef 11 at 12.30 Young & Son, Solici- 


tors, Bank b! 
hue ETIENNE NRY, York st, Baker st, 
Victuall 


Licensed 
an er May 4 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Bensamin, Victor, Beaumont sq, Mile End, General Dealer 
May 4 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’sinn fields _ 

Bessant, CuHArLes, Hinton Baint Mary, ur Sturminster, 
Newton, Dorset, Baker April 30at1 Off Rec, Salis- 


bury 
Bence, 2 Jou, hoe ee vend Saddler {oat 28 at 12 Off 
Ree, Talbo Shr 
Busxert, te mg Portsdown rd, ‘Gent May 5 at 2.30 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


st, 
Burnitt, Tuomas, Potato , Market, King’s Cross, Potato 
Salesman May 1 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 

Cees, Jouy, Weston super Mare, r April 28 
at 10.30 The Bristol Arms Hotel, Bri: ter 

Cooks, Amos Henry, ewe Manufacturer April 
28 at 12.90 Of | Off Reo, 34, e, Leicester 


Crapp, 2 © Veteriary 8 April 29 at 3 
Off Rec, 95, os, Temple chmbrs, e avenue 


CRASSWELLER, Witu1amM Exuis, the younger, Ipswich, 
Chemist April 28 at 12.15 Off Rec, 36, Prince’s st, 


pswi 

CrawLey, JEREMIAH, Hackney rd, Gosongneeer May 4 at 
2.30 ’33, Carey st, ek, Lincoln’ 's inn fields 

Darnsrook, Hutton, "Clifton with Norwood, Yorks, Farmer 
April 29 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Beaten —— BRApRIDGE, Dartmouth, Baker April 30 
at 0, Athenszeum terrace, Plymouth 

Reames Gone, Colvin st, Hammersmith, Lighterman 
April 29 at 133, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Epix, Epwarp Ho.serroy, rooy: neve Surgeon April 28 
at1l1 10, Athenssum 

Epwarpsoy, JAMES, — Grocer April 28 at 11 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 

Eu, — Scarborough, Boot Maker April 29 at 11.30 
Lig 4, Newboro st, Scarboro' 

Fett, one Li April 30 at 2.30 Off Rec, 


35, Victoria 
Camden hag Dealer in Fancy 
Portugal st, 





Frver, JAMEs, 
Goods May 5at 2.30 "Bankruptcy b ldgs, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Gna Joun, Broughton, Lines, Tailor April 29 at 11 
Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

Gorton, CHESTER Auprineg, City Wholesale Perfumer 
May 1lati2 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

GroomsBripGe, GrorGe Simson, = an oo nega Yorke 


GroomsripGe, Panyer alley, Patern Pub- 
lishers May 1at 2.30 Bankruptcy bas Portugal st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


May 1 

Seca, — Horton in id Yorks, ll May 6 
at 2 County Court house, Blackburn 

Sore | Henry, Swansea, late Grocer April 29 at 12 
Off Rec, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 

Howanri, ons e, nr Halifax, Silk Dresser April 
29 at 1 Of Rec, 


Hurst, een Leicester, Boot ne 7 al April 29 at 
12.30 Off Ree, 34. , Friar lane, Lei 

InoraM, ALFRED JAMES, Maude gro ve, King’s rd, Chelsea, 
late Builder May 5 at 11 &, Carey st » Lincoln’s inn 


pon Hull, Grocer April 28 at 11 

Le a d Hous I ~~ a Sell St en 
vI, ned — vI, si axe, Carpet 
M Baukruptey , Portugal 


my Wisces ie Lower Walmer, Kent, 
Buiter “Ake May 1 at 9.30 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canter- 


Mi ENNIS, Uj on 
ue Dex May 2ati1 Off Rec, 
Nottingham, Lace 


Pearson, Wnssan 


Guy ee San Gry ——-" Grocer 
Off Ree, 4, st, Southam: 


mai 
ws; ALPH 
Renita 


Wores, Licensed 
ee Wore April 29 





at 11 Off Ree, St Peter’s Church Walk, Notting- 


Ro , » & Co, Messrs, A 
BERTSON, Pree Co, ustinfriars, Mer- 


inn fields 
ee Emity umenees, Kent, School- 
mistress May 7 at 2 Off Rec, Week st, Maid- 


stone 
0 Oe ee, April 2at3 Off 
Sreexsma, Jonny, — upon Hull, Commission 


28 at House Bef 
Sane Weems , tg Wty - Batt Baker April 
29 at 12.30 Off Rec, 


Tayior, Joux, Lothbury, April 29 at 12 


Linsoln’s inn fields 
Tompson, citene Whiley, Northumbrid, Grocer April 
Tu phy vee eis rd, Looe Casta Donen 
BNE: ANK 
May 7 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 

ve io Wester, Leeds, Wholesale Clothier 

w April 28 J at 3 wa Tess Park row, —— a 

INDSO ILLIAM TESSIMOND, Chori 

“Manchester, Grey Clot th Salesman May liat 3 O 
Rec, Oatenbs chathon Beldge ot Manchester 

WIxsLavE James, Stamshaw, Hants, Builder ty 
3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, 


mou! 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
Asie, GEroRGE aa, Legere y Norfolk, Baker Nor- 


wich Pet April16é Ord A 7 
Baltey, big = Tomas, _- | Leeds Pet 


April 18 
Baryett, Dawson ALEXANDER, ss Umbrella 
= High Court Ord 


Pet April 15 
A 
tase Sanne ——- Bg Iron Turner Warrington 
Pet Apri 18 Ord April 18 
Bessant, CHa 


RLES, Hinton St Mary, nr Sturminster Ni 
‘Denset, Baber Dorchester Pet April 16 ord 


April 16 
Busne, J. WHirTakKeER, rd, West Kensington, 
Sei’ High Gout "Pet March 12 Ord april 16 


Carr, Jonn Wiii1am, Dewsbury, Woollen ufacturer 
Dews' Pet March 16 on, April 16 

et Ont Apel Balisbury Pet March 

Ciaxton, James, Bury St Edmunds, awe Bury 8t 
Edmunds Pet 18 Ord April 18 

Craprp, A., Stanmore, Veterinary Surgeon St Albans Pet 
March 17 Ord April 18 


Crovcu, Wii11aM, Pendeen, St Just in Penwith, Cornwall, 
Commissioned Boatman in Coastguard Service Traro 


Pet Apri15 Ord Apr 18 : 
Davis, Grorce, and James Lustep, Hackney rd, Middlesex, 
Corn Merchants High Court Pet Apri4 Ord Apr 18 
Dunsine, Tuomas Brapripce, Dartmouth, Baker East 
Stonehouse Pet April Ord Apr 18 
Exvery, Freperick Wim, Folk 
Canterbury Pet 


Feit, Tuomas, Liverpool, Baker Liverpoo! 
Ord Apr 17 
Pasetoneep Jacos, Hatton grin, Diamond Broker High 


Court Pet Mar2 Ord A) 
Fryer, Francis, Exeter, 1 Agent Exeter 
Pet Mari7 Ord 15 


Guy, Frepericx Grease, 8 nan, Grocer 
oe Peat 
Haywarp, Water, W' wh fants Builder Ports- 
mouth Pet Apri5 Ord Apr 


Heatu, Frepericxk Grorce, tate Cross, nr Redditch, 
late Needle Manufacturer Birmingham Pet April 


14 Ord 
Hotwitt, Henry, Swansea, late Grocer Swansea Pet 
15 Ord 1 


7 
Horosix, Atrrep Jouy, Cambridge, Sugar Boiler Cam- 
bridge Pet 18’ Ord April 18 
Howaakrrts, Jouy, Tri nr lax, Silk Dresser Hali- 
fax Pet April 18 April 18 


Hurcuryson, Samve., Adwalton, nr Bradford, late Farmer 
Bradford Pet 16 Ord April 16 
— ~" Frep. ha i Yi Wholesale Confec- 
Bradf 17 ox A April 1 17 


Loxe, En ~~ ey — Clothier 
MackiNs. —- bd vee eS oe Kent, 
Builder Canterbury Pet April 16 Ord April 16 


Muuurys, Tuomas, East Green 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 


Seve, Honan, Ha = 
-—— _~y ht 2 Ord April 17 and Grazier Canter- 


Tame Fs. Epwarp, 
mingham Pet Aprill Ord 17 

Tuomrson, Anraur Leonarp, Darlington, Durham, Grocer 
Stockton on. Tees and Middlesborough Pet ali 16 


Ord 
Tones ~ ee. » Sieiion oh be age Gaten, Deter 
Wess, Joun Grecory, Portland as ge ah Nore 
Private Detective Court 


ber ee Leopo.p. Re ee poe Proprietor Liver- 
Pet April 17 
wat ALFRED » Sunes, Aero ite, Dewsbury, Draper 
W cca Frep: = Oot at Pi i 
LL E ERICK, 
“High Court - Pet 5 i 


Yeroma Epwarp, Wol 
hampton Pet April 17 Ord 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 
Compan J. Buack, 


‘died, Be kee Spel 
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SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


April 27 a. be & Son, at the Mart, E.C., at 1 for 
: o'clock, Freehold Property (see advertisement, April 


o- 
ao. Barker & NEAts, at the Mart, E.C., at 
: oclock, Freehold Mansion (see advertisement, March 


P. 4). 
—Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bovsrie.p, at the Mart, 
EC at 2 o’clock, Freehold Ground Rents and Beneficial 
ay i Me see advertisement, April 11, p. 4). 
essrs. Baxer & Sows, at e Mart, E.C., at 2 
or Investments (see advertisement, this 


weeks) H. E. Foster & CranFizxp, at the Mart, 
this weeky 2). Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, 


se 

ay one © Soe. at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
d& eo ld Investments (see adver- 

_Riement, this week, p. 80 


}OOKS 1 BOUGHT. —To Excoutors, Solici- 
tors, &c.—HENRY SOTHERAN CO., 136, 
Strand, and 37, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES or 
smaller collections of Books, in town or coun’ os & the 
utmost value in cash; also value for PROBA 
a promptly sent. Removals without trouble 
expense to sellers. Established 1816. Telegraphic 
Mieo, Bookmen, London. Code in use, Unicode. 


ESIDENT PATIENT.—A Medical Man of 
large experience, married, without by offers 
Superior Accommodation for a high-class Resi ent Patient ; 
country mansion, standing in extensive pond i fine 
views ; elevated position ; separate suite of rooms ; billiards, 
tennis, boating, &e. ; access of London. —Apply, R. 
W. L, “ Solicitors’ Ji ” 27, Chancery-lane, London. 
ESIDENT PATIEN TS.—A List of Medical 
L Men in all parts to receive into their homes 
Resident Patients, together with a full description of the 
off terms, &c., can be had without 
charge from 3. G. B. Srocker, 8, Lancaster-place, Strand 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ss MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her iy, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of th: 
udicial Bench, Caer of f London, &e. 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, 
ks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


id en Risa THE 


NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRUSTEES AND 
ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED, 


Is prepared to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE 
HOLDERS, and to receive proposals for LOANS, the 
PURCHASE of ASSETS and the ISSUE of SHARES in 
sound COMMERCIAL UNDERTAKINGS, or GUARAN- 
TEEING DEBENTURES and other SECURITIES. 

CHARLES NORRIS, Secretary. 

Offices, 11, Queen Victoria-street, London, EC. 


NINETEENTH CENTURY BUILDING 


SOCIETY, 
Adelaide-place, London Bridge E.C. 


law Wi Town 





Dregctors : 
Hexey Watvenar Lawrence, J.P., Chairman. 
Marx H. Jvves, A-B.1.B.A. 
Miss Bipver. 
Axgtuve Coney, QC. 
P. H. A. Hagpcastiz, P41. 
Miss Oxue. 
Hewey Retr. 


Shares £10, interest 5 peren 
received at 


4 per cent 
au (shares or or deponit at short notice. 
» om freehold or leasehold = 


vances promptly made 
Seale of nd 
peri repayments, legal and survey charges 
_— LONG, Manager. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 
in LANDED or y a Radrgee PROPERTY or other 
al. PUECHASED, leans or 


— or 
KQUITALGLE RE- 

VERDION AMY there ratte “JouetY a 

Lancaster. 


(LAMITED), 10, 
~place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 
19%. Capital, £0000. Interest on Loans may be capita- 


8. CLAYTON,} Joint 
é E. CLAYTO: iN, ; 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus anp Sriversmirus, 1 anp 2, GRacECHURCH-STREET, CORNHILL, | 


E.C. 


Lonpon, 


, beg respectfully to announce that they accuRATELY APPRAISE the above for the 


LEGAL PROFESSION or puRcHASE the same for cash if desired. Established 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H. an H. Prince Louis we pears Dy ECB. 





AW FIRE IN SURANCE ‘SOCIETY, | 

114, Chancery-lane, London. 
April 18th, 1891. 

Notice is Hereby Given, that the Annua. GENERAL 

Meet ne of the py Piety of the Law Fire — 
Society will be held at the Sociery’s Hovsz, 

lane, on Tv. mney, the 5th se May Seoge to 6 elect Hight 

tors in the room of the like number 
go out by rotation ; and also to elect wy «pater i in ‘ao 
room of the like number who retire; and for General 


e Chair will be taken at One o’clock precisely. 
The Accounts of the Goslety with the Auditors’ 
thereon may be inspected by the Shareholders for 14 i 
previously to the Annual Meeting, and during one mon 


after it. 
The follo Directors who retire by rotation are 


eligible, and 2 themselves for re-election :— 
Sir Henry Fox Bristowe. Frederick Morgan, Esq. 
.~* Hallyburton G. Camp- 4 Salusbury Mulman, 


Willi Melmoth Walters, 
William Williams, Esq. 


Frank Rowley puie, Esq. 
| nario Robe: Roberts 





rt 


John Gwynne James, Esq. 

George Upton Robins, Esq. 
The Auditors retiring are :— 

Octavius Leefe, Esq. 

William Tanner Neve, Esq. 


They are eligible, and offer themselves for re-election. 

And that an Exrraorpisary GeneraL Meetine will 
likewise be held at the place aforesaid, when the Board will 
submit to the Shareholders a Resolution for the amendment 
of the present Investment Clause in the Deed of Settlement. 
The Business of the said Extraordinary General Meeting te 
take place immediately a the termination of the afore- 
said Annual General Meeti: 

By order of the Board of Directors. 
GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, 
i” 





UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
EsTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 


1, ROYAL EX GE “BUILDINGS, E.C. 

Lire DeparTMeENT. 

Special attention is drawn to the follo 

1. The Reversionary Bonus added to Policies on young 

lives at the last byes of profit was equal to the whole of 
the premium during the Quinquennium. 

2. Whole orld and Unconditional Policies granted with- 


out extra premium except 
3. Claims are payable pauls one on proof of death and 


title. 
Fine Departuent. 

Private Houses and Ecclesiastical Buildings, if brick and 
tiled or slated, and free from hazardous surroundings, 
insured at — of 1s. 6d. for each £100. 

Household Furniture in houses of construction 
insured at a premium of 2s. cent. 

Loans on oe and Life Interests. 

Reversions va Annuities a. 

Manager of the ee Department, 

ISAAC ‘ROGERS. . G. “WARMER. 


[PERL “FIRE, INSURANCE COM- 


wadeaen: 1903. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


LONDON UNIVERSITY. 


UNIVERSITY CORRESPONDENCE COLLEGE 


SPECIALLY PREPARED COURSES OF LESSONS 
Are given for the London University 
EXAMINATIONS InN LAW. 
Students are aal for en. Examinations by a 


London LL.D., who was University Law Exhibitioner, ont 
ous in First-class Honours in Jurisprudence and Roman 


Fees on application. 
Successes Recestiy oaee 
During the year over 40 U. C. C. Students passed 
London Exams. 
At Laren. Laws and LL.B., 1991, 6 U. C. C. Students 
1, 3 taking Honours (one first’ place, with University 
hibition, and one second place). 
Prowpectine and full particulars may be had post-free on 


to the Sxcuerany (Univ. Corr. Coll, London 
My ih Sechadheuresw, Strand, W.C. 


features :— 


| Prin’ 
| R. J. Witty, 


bn % the important corner of 


| Valuable Freehold Proj 
Crutchedf: -street, showing a gross rental of 


riars and — 


Misses. at ELLIS & SON are directed to 
SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tobehorae 
Bank, on MONDAY, MAY 4, at TWO precisely, thy 
Yubstantial, old-fashioned PREMISES, No. 13, Crutched- 
friars and’ 1, 2, and 3, John-street, Mark-lane, a com- 
manding corner situation in the Wine and Corn Markets, 
opposite the booking-office of the London, Tilbury, and 
Southend Railway. They have the extensive return 
frontage of 98ft., and, with the exception of the ground 
floor (which after many years’ occupation by Messrs. Furze 
> Co., Wine Merchants, has just come in hand, but which 

ust readily command a tenant), the premises are let to 
| ughly respectable, old tenants, and the property forms a 
really first-class investment. 
Printed = oe lan and conditions of sale, 
may be eet ee Messrs. F. . G. J. Braikenbridge, Solici- 
tors, 16, Dartlett S buildings, Holborn, E.C.; at the Mart; 
and of Messrs. Ellis & Son, Auctioneers and Surveyors, 49, 
Fenchureh-street, E.C. 
ge MERE CAEN. 
-class short Leasehold Investment. 
ESSRS. ELLIS & SON are directed by 
the Executors of the late W. W. Major, Esq., 
SELL by Eta ag atthe MART, on MONDAY, Mays 
at TWO precisely, the modern PREMISES, situate at the 
Fenchurch-street end of and being No. 40, ’Mincing-lane, 
at the corner of Dunster-court, consisting of excellent suites 
of ym —— rooms and offices, let to and in the occupation 
of t first-class mercantile firms, at rents amounting, 
with wp a Sa yment by the United Telephone Co., to £1,105 per 
Field f for a term leaving eighteen and a quarter 
a unexpired at Midsummer next, at a ground-rent of 
£450. 





and conditions of sale may be had of 
., Solicitor, 10, Old Jewry; at the Mart; 
and of Messrs . : Son, Auctioneers and Surveyors, 49° 


Fenchurch-street, 


PSEBHOLD BUILDING LAND, City of 
London.—The Commissioners of Sewers of the are of 
London will meet in the Guildhall of the said City, on 
Tuesday, the 26th May, 1891, at half-past 1 o’clock precisely, 
| to receive TENDERS for tahun on building leases, for a 
term of 80 years, FOUR PLOTS of valuable FREEHOLD 
GROUND, situate in Stoney-lane, Houndsditch. 
ae ‘Particulars, with conditions and printed forms of 
wroposal be had on application at the office of the 
eer to t the Commissioners, in the Guildhall. 
e Commissioners do not bind themselves to accept the 
hest or any proposal. : 
ersons tendering must attend personally, or i Bo duly 
authorized agent, on the above-mentioned day, at 4 
1 o’clock precisely, and the parties whose offers are acce 5 
will be required to execute an agreement and bond at the 4 
same time. ¥ 
on og must be sealed up, endorsed on the outside = 
~ for Ground, Stoney- ine,” and be delivered in, © 
addressed to th dersigned, before 1 o’clock, on the P. 


e un 
day of treaty. 
HENRY BLAKE, Principal Clerk. 
Sewers’ office, Guildhall, March, 1891. 


VALUABLE LAW LIBRARY AND OFFICE 
FURNITURE 


vs ger of the above, by Mr. T. D. | 
ten | 4 the 30th inst,, at Sherborne, “ 
WILL NOT TAK OF TAKE PLA 


DEBENHAM, ~'TEWSON, . 
& BRIDGEWATER'S LIST of 
OUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 











ESSRS. _ 
FA 


days sie to te as of the 


‘TIMSON’S LIST of een for 
SALE for the t month tains 2,000 invest- 
spent ane can be free, or b Post for 1 stamp. Pare 
. Ne ee 4 ne ——— 
rumen, hee » 2 Wew'ieat-road, 820 
© and 4 LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS.— 
©) Suite of Five » Lofty, Light Offices to be Let; 
First Floor capable of division ; oyerlooking gardens; suit- 
able for a first class firm ot solicitors.—To view ew apply te 
Hat Powter on the premises, or at Collector's 
Chancery-lane, 
‘OLICITORS and Others will find | excellent 
Cheap Offices to be Let, either singly or in pairs, at 
New Stone-! i 
and Her Majesty’s Patent Office; 
electric light and hall porter.—Apply, CoLixcron's Orrics, 
68, Chancery-lane, 




















¢ 








